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ABSTRACT 
Objectives: 
The objectives of study were to: 1) identify factors considered important by pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate students during the application and acceptance phases of the admission 
process; 2) identify differences in the evaluative criteria for the two admission phases and for 
international and domestic students and 3) identify differences in the evaluative criteria for the 
two admission phases based on prior graduate school experience. 
Methods: 
Focus groups and depth interviews were conducted exploring issues surrounding the application 
and selection decisions of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  Based on the results of 
this qualitative work and a review of the literature, an Internet-based survey was created.  An 
email message requesting distribution of the invitation letter and survey link was sent to graduate 
program coordinators, department chairs, associate deans, or school of pharmacy deans at 
colleges/schools of pharmacy that were reported to have a graduate program in any of the 
pharmaceutical science disciplines. 
Results: 
A total of 277 complete and usable responses were received.  122 (44%) were domestic students 
and 155 (56%) were international students.  Twenty-two evaluative criteria were considered 
important in both the application phase and acceptance phase of the admission process.  Some of 
the notable important evaluative criteria included “interest in program being offered”, “interest in 
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research being conducted”, “availability of scholarship”,  “amount of stipend”, “cost of living”, 
and “job prospects after graduation”.  Overall, significant differences were found in the 
importance of evaluative criteria for the application phase and the acceptance phase.  However, 
this was not the case with US graduate students; a within subject multivariate analysis of 
domestic students responses showed no significant differences in the evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase.  A multivariate test of significance (p=0.001) revealed that 
domestic and international students differed in their important evaluative criteria for both phases 
of the admission process.  Likewise, students with prior graduate education differed in their 
evaluative criteria (p=0.002) from students without prior graduate education at the application 
phase.  In addition, students with prior graduate school experience had no differences in 
importance of evaluative criteria between application and acceptance phase. 
Implications: 
The results suggest that graduate programs in the pharmaceutical sciences should have different 
strategies for the recruitment and acquisition of graduate student talent from the US and abroad.  
Overall, the results of this study will assist graduate program coordinators, department chairs, 
and international program coordinators in the planning and execution of recruitment and , and 
acquisition programs that will cater to the needs of aspiring graduate students, regardless of 
background. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Higher education in the United States is unmatched in its vitality, quality, and diversity 
(Walker, 2008).  According to a report published annually by the Institute of International 
Education (IIE), the number of international students at colleges and universities in the United 
States increased by 3 percent in the year 2009/2010 to reach a record high of 690,923 students 
(IIE Network, 2010). 
 According to an American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) report 2010, 
sixty-six colleges and schools of pharmacy offered graduate programs in the pharmaceutical 
sciences at the Master of Sciences (M.S.) and/or Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) level.  A total of 
4065 students enrolled in pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs whereby 3051 students 
were enrolled for Ph.D. and 1014 in M.S. programs.  More than 70 percent of students enrolled 
in M.S and or Ph.D programs in pharmaceutical sciences were international students. The United 
States educated pharmacists made up 8.0 percent of the total Ph.D enrollment.  After graduating, 
these students may continue with academic research or be a part of pharmaceutical industry 
which is the backbone of the United States health care system (Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Gerald, 
1988).  This justifies the importance of pharmaceutical sciences graduate student in the United 
States health care system. 
 Recently pharmacy graduate education in the United States has been marked by a shifting 
pattern of enrollment (Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Draugalis et.al, 1989; Holdford & Stratton, 
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2000).  There are several factors that explain this trend like availability of scholarships, 
infrastructure for research, well trained and enthusiastic faculty, low faculty-student ratio, 
extramural budgetary support, availability of jobs after graduation and good living conditions 
(Szelenyi, 2006; Gerald, 1988). 
Pharmaceutical sciences graduate student related studies:  
Literature on pharmacy students‟ decision-making criteria for applications and graduate 
school selection is primordial and limited.  A review of articles related to pharmacy students 
showed only two relevant studies.  Gerald (1988) studied recruitment approaches used by active 
pharmacy graduate programs and their effectiveness.  Gagnon and Cocolas (1988) studied 
factors motivating student to pursue pharmacy graduate education.  According to this study, 
factors that influence program selection include the interest in program being offered, good 
reputation of the school, reputation of professor, good stipend, low tuition, prompt acceptance 
and interest in research being conducted.  Considering that these studies were conducted 20 years 
ago, it is probable that the evaluative criteria for graduate program selection may have since 
changed.  According to the AACP report there has been a significant increase in the number of 
international students in graduate pharmaceutical sciences programs.  Hence, it is necessary to 
examine the application and pharmaceutical science program selection criteria of domestic and 
international students.  
The current study attempts to increase knowledge of influencing factors, including some 
that are not explored in previous studies, related to graduate program selection.  This study 
shows the importance of a guidance counselor which has not been investigated in prior studies.  
Pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs can exploit this information to plan their recruitment 
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policies.  Similarly, this study will help to recommend strategies to successfully market graduate 
program to both domestic and international students. 
Purpose of the study 
 The purpose of this study was to expand the limited knowledge of the program selection 
criteria used by domestic and international graduate students.  This study will evaluate the 
significance of several factors in two phases - application phase and acceptance phase. 
Specifically, goals of this study are: 
1. To increase knowledge about “known” factors that have been considered influential in 
graduate program choice decision in application phase and acceptance phase. 
2. Identify unexplored factors considered important by students in the process of selecting a 
pharmacy graduate program in the application phase and in the admission acceptance 
phase. 
Significance 
 This study will increase understanding of known factors of pharmacy graduate program 
selection and address the existing gap in literature by identifying new factors that may influence 
pharmaceutical science graduate program selection.  This study also has practical implications 
for admission officers, recruiters at various pharmacy schools and colleges, and prospective 
graduate students who are seeking admission in graduate or post graduate pharmaceutical 
sciences programs in the United States. 
 The admission officers and recruiters can use this information to plan their recruitment 
policies and simultaneously market their pharmaceutical science program to bright and diligent 
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students.  The decision to pursue graduate studies is made by most students in college (Gagnon 
& Cocolas, 1988; Hayden, 2000; Huss & Randall, 2002; Crowley, 2004) it would be helpful to 
provide the prospective graduate students with decision making criteria.  A potential graduate 
student‟s selection of a program is influenced by many individuals like parents, advisors, teacher, 
friends, counselors, relatives and representatives from the university (Anderson & Sheffield, 
2008). By understanding importance of significant others in decision making, a communication 
could be developed between these decision makers and the information sources. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 This chapter will review and discuss literature pertaining to college selection process of 
students in the United States, studies examining international students‟ college choice, major 
influencers of college choice, models used in explaining the college choice decision and key 
factors in graduate students‟ pharmaceutical sciences program selection. 
General college choice process 
The college choice process has been defined and studied in numerous ways (Dembowski, 
1980; Chapman, 1981; Cain & McClintock, 1984; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Cabrera & La 
Nasa, 2000).  For example, it can be defined as understanding the factors considered important 
by an individual when applying to colleges and learning about the factors that play an important 
role in the college selection process (Ranero, 1999; Gambhir & Bruggink, 1996).  The college 
selection process has been studied extensively in undergraduate education.  These studies have 
explored influential factors in decisions of which schools or universities to apply, which schools 
to attend and influential information sources in making these decisions (Dembowski, 1980; 
Chapman, 1981; Erdmann, 1983; Cain & McClintock, 1984; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; 
Moogan, Baron & Harris, 1999; Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000; Soutar & Turner 2002; Erinjeri, 
Jaganathan & Ker, 2005). 
Regarding influential factors, studies have shown that reputation of the institution, 
reputation of the program, the variety of courses offered, proximity to home, cost of tuition, the 
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availability of scholarships, parents‟ recommendation, and impression from campus visits  were 
a few of the factors considered important in the college/university selection decision (Hoyt & 
Brown, 2003; Caberra & La Nasa, 2000).  Important information sources included university 
websites, campus visits, college catalogue or schedule, personal contact with professor, college 
guidebooks and special event attendance (Hoyt & Brown, 2003).  A review of college choice 
literature shows that there is a general agreement concerning important factors in 
college/university choice process (Moogan, Baron & Harris, 1999; Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000; 
Soutar & Turner 2002; Hoyt & Brown, 2003; Erinjeri, Jaganathan & Ker, 2005). 
 Researchers have used theory and conceptual models to explain the college/university 
selection process (Beswick, 1973; Chapman, 1981; Hayden, 2000; Crowley, 2004).  A three-
stage model explaining students‟ initial decision to attend a college/university, search and 
evaluate factors associated with a college/university, and select a final college/university was 
proposed and subsequently modified. (Kohn, Manski & Mundel,1974; Chapman, 1981; Litten, 
Sullivan & Brodigan, 1983; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  Chapman‟s (1981) three-stage model 
(Figure 1) posits that student college choice is determined by the student‟s personal 
characteristics and external influences.  It is believed that a match or similarity between a 
student‟s characteristics and a college‟s/university‟s criteria for selecting students lead to entry 
into college/university.  Additionally, external influences affect students‟ expectations from the 
college/university, which in turn influence students‟ choice of the college/university.  The core 
components of the model feed into a student‟s expectations from college life, which then 
influences the student‟s choice of school.  Other than student characteristics, external influences 
such as significant persons and college fixed characteristics play a major role in deciding to 
which college/university to apply and college/university to attend after receiving multiple 
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acceptance letters (Hoyt & Brown, 2003; Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988).  This model suggests that 
certain college fixed characteristics such as availability of financial aid, location of university, 
living expenses, availability of desired program and many more factors have a direct impact on a 
student‟s choice of college (Kallio, 1995; Soutar & Turner, 2002). 
 
 
Figure 2.1. Model of Influences on Students College Choice (adopted from Chapman,1981) 
 
Chapman‟s model of student college choice (1981) might appear straightforward because 
it recognizes only two sets of influencing factors.  However, the diversity of variables within 
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each core category makes it complex.  Thus, the complexity of this model offers a variety of 
variables for researchers to explore, to control, or to overlook. 
Graduate Students’ Choice of University/Graduate program 
 Unlike the undergraduate college selection process, studies examining graduate students‟ 
program/university selection process are scarce relatively.  Graduate students are believed to be 
an asset to any university, as they possess a relatively high level of knowledge, skill, and work 
ethic (Erinjeri, Jaganathan & Ker, 2005).  While these are recognized attributes of graduate 
students, graduate education in the United States is marked by a shifting pattern of enrollment.  
as such, there has been a significant change in the demographic profile of graduate students in 
the United States over the past few decades.  Graduate programs now represent a diverse 
population that includes both domestic and International students (Simon & Chaung, 2010; 
Kallio, 1995; Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988).  Therefore, it is believed that “we need to know more 
about graduate students‟ reasons for applying to (graduate programs) and for choosing to enroll 
or not once admitted” (Kallio,1995). 
Webb (1993) studied factors influencing college selection among graduate students in 
business.  This study involved graduate students from both public and private universities.  The 
evaluative criteria for graduate students were slightly different than from those used by the 
undergraduate students.  These findings are consistent with other studies focusing on graduate 
students‟ selection of program/universities (Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Poock & Love, 2001).  A 
study of business programs revealed that academic reputation (84%) and accreditation status of 
the program (83%) are the primary drivers of college/university selection.  Additionally, it was 
found that the marketing effort of the program played an influential role in decision making of 
graduate students in business (Daily, Farewell, & Kumar, 2010). 
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Kallio (1995) conducted a study of graduate students across all disciplines at a 
Midwestern university.  The results of this investigation showed that the primary factors 
affecting graduate program selection were institutional reputation, diversity of course offerings, 
value of degree from this school, size of the department, reputation of the faculty, quality of 
teaching, research opportunities, job availability for spouse/partner, spouse/partner educational 
plans, as well as program requirements.  This study also demonstrated that a spouse has a 
considerable impact on the graduate school selection process. 
Poock and Love (2001) focused their research on doctoral students in higher education 
administration.  The results showed that location (closeness to home), friendliness of department 
faculty, availability of evening classes, positive interaction with faculty, ability to continue 
working in their current job, and reputation of the institution constituted the most influential 
factors.  Poock and Love (2001) used Hossler and Gallagher‟s model of college choice in their 
investigation.  This model considers both individual factors and organizational factors in each 
stage of the choice process namely the predisposition phase (Phase 1), search phase (Phase 2) 
and the choice phase (Phase 3). 
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Model Dimensions  Influential Factors Student Outcomes  
Individual factors  Organizational factors  
Predisposition  
(Phase 1)  
 Students  
Characteristics 
 Significant others 
 Educational activities  
  School 
Characteristics  
Search for : 
  College option 
  Other options  
Search 
(Phase 2)  
 Students 
preliminary college 
values 
 Student search 
activities  
  College and 
University search 
activities (search 
for students)  
  Choice set 
 Other options  
Choice 
(Phase 3)  
  Choice set    College and 
courtship 
activities  
  Choice  
Figure 2.2. A model of college choice (adapted from Hossler and Gallagher , 1987) 
The predisposition phase explores individual characteristics and is associated with 
thought of enrollment in college as an option.  This phase allows students a choice of college or 
university or other options.  The second phase (search phase) describes activities undertaken by a 
student when choosing which college/university to apply.  During this phase, the 
college/university also searches for good students.  The product of this stage for the prospective 
student is the “choice set”, which is the list of universities/programs to which a student might 
apply (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  The third and final phase in the Model of College Choice is 
the selection phase.  In this phase, the student makes a decision about which program/university 
to attend.  During this phase, there is extensive interaction between the student and 
university/program in part because universities increase their communication with students. 
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International graduate students’ choice of university/programs 
 A graduate degree from a U.S. university is acknowledged universally (Erinjeri, 
Jaganathan, & Ker, 2005).  As a result, students from all around the world apply to graduate 
programs in the United States.  International students add nearly $16.8 billion to the United 
States‟ economy through their expenditure on tuition and living expenses (IIE Network, 2010).  
It is believed that economic and social forces within the student‟s home country serve to “push” 
student abroad.  However, the decision regarding which country to select may depend on factors 
such as knowledge and awareness of the host country, personal recommendations, cost issues, 
climate, and social links (Mazzarol & Soutour, 2002).  International students report weighing the 
school‟s international reputation heavily and favor applying to universities that are best known in 
their countries (Aslanbeigui & Montecious, 1998).  The attraction toward the United States for 
graduate study is often thought to be due to the general knowledge people have about the United 
States partly due to presence of media. 
 There are fewer studies relatively focusing on the graduate program selection criteria of 
International students (Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Aslanbeigui & Montecinos, 1998; Mazzarol & 
Soutar, 2002, Webb, Page & Proctor, 2006).  According to these few known studies, 
department/programs reputation, friends at the school, cost of the education, availability of 
financial aid, and job prospects on graduation when applying to a graduate program are an 
influential to department/program choice (Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Aslanbeigui & Montecinos, 
1998). 
 Webb, Page, and Proctor (2006) looked specifically at the choice-making process of 
Indian students when selecting an international program for graduate studies.  Their analysis of 
qualitative data led to a development of three categories.  Studying abroad was kept as a core 
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category. Sub-categories that were determined to be important included funding, family/friends 
and university reputation (Table2.1). 
TABLE 2.1: CATEGORIES EMERGENT FROM QUALITATIVE DATA (ADOPTED 
FROM WEBB, PAGE AND PROCTOR, 2006) 
 
Core Category 
 
Sub- Categories 
 
Variables 
 
 
 
Study Abroad 
 
Funding 
 
Scholarships 
 
Family/Friends 
Honor/ Prestige 
Culture 
 
University Reputation 
Location 
Career Prospects 
Program Content 
 
Additionally, program content, international reputation, funding and job prospects were the 
major influencers in graduate program selection.  Family, friends, and undergraduate school 
professors in one‟s home university were reported to be influential for Indian students securing 
graduate program admission. 
 Aslanbeigui and Montecinos (1998) found many important factors influencing graduate 
study in the United States.  These included intellectual interest, acceptance by a good graduate 
school, advice from professor, financial assistance, and faculty research.  These results were 
consistent with those found by Gagnon and Cocolas (1988) in the study of pharmacy graduate 
students. 
Graduate program choice of pharmaceutical sciences graduate student 
 The United States has a complex health care system wherein health care professionals, 
especially pharmacists‟ play an important role because of their daily interactions with patients.  
13 
 
This fact, along with changing patterns of compensation among other reasons has resulted in a 
shift in pharmacy graduate program enrollment in the United States, namely the decrease in 
domestic pharmacy-educated students and the subsequent increase in international students 
(Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Draugalis et.al, 1989; Holdford & Stratton, 2000).  Many barriers 
exist to attracting pharmacy students into graduate programs.  Upon licensure, new pharmacists 
earn a high salary (Holdford & Stratton, 2000) relative to other professions.  Additionally, loan 
debts accumulated by pharmacy students creates a barrier to the consideration of graduate 
education over pharmacy employment.  On the other hand, International pharmacy students and 
non-pharmacy undergraduate students from the United States have shown increased interest in 
the pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs (Gerald, 1988).  Recruitment of International 
students is believed to be necessary for the survival of many universities (Webb & O‟Brien, 
2006).  Students are competing to gain admission in excellent universities and likewise 
universities are competing to recruit excellent students in their graduate programs, in many 
cases, internationally.  Therefore, it is important to understand the factors that influence 
pharmacy graduate students selecting a pharmaceutical sciences graduate program in the United 
States. 
 Gagnon and Cocolas (1988) conducted the one known study regarding the 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program selection process.  This study found that the major 
factors influencing graduate program selection differed for International and domestic students.  
For International students, receiving a prompt admission decision and the faculty‟s research 
interests were primary influencers whereas for domestic students geographic location was the 
dominant factor in program selection.  Likewise, factors generating interest in graduate program 
were different for International and domestic students.  For the former, parents/relatives 
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encouragement (41.5%), past work experience (27%), and interest in area (30%) were important 
factors whereas for domestic students professor encouragement (45.9%), interest in area (30%), 
and research experience while in one‟s undergraduate program (25%) were the main influencing 
factors.  The reasons to pursue graduate degree included better career opportunities, intellectual 
satisfaction, and to potential for more challenging work.   
Faculty were found to play an important role in the recruitment of graduate students 
(Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988).  Other recruitment strategies included providing students the 
opportunity to work on research projects under faculty direction, encouraging promising 
students, maintaining a notice board where opportunities for graduate studies in the 
pharmaceutical sciences are displayed, and recognizing research achievement of undergraduate 
students (Gerald, 1988). 
 The literature on pharmaceutical sciences graduate program selection is aged 
considerably.  Because the demographic profile of graduate students has changed drastically in 
past few years there is a need to revisit this topic (Simon & Kaung, 2010).  The present study 
addresses the existing gap in literature in context of the decision making process pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate student.  Likewise this study attempts to provide an updated list of evaluative 
criteria in decision making of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students‟ studying in the United 
States.  
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Description of the study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the factors that influence the graduate program 
selection of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students studying in the United States.  For the 
purpose of this study graduate program selection process refers to the factors that influence 
applicants when deciding to which programs to apply (application phase) and factors that are 
considered when deciding on which admission offer to accept (acceptance phase) (Chapman, 
1981; Ranero, 1999).  This study consisted of a qualitative phase, which included both focus 
groups and in-depth interviews.  The results from the qualitative phase were used along with 
relevant literature from pharmacy and other disciplines to develop a quantitative, self-report, 
Internet-based survey. 
The study examined the following research questions and associated research propositions: 
 Research Question 1: What are the important evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate students in the application phase? 
 Proposition 1: There are no differences in the importance of evaluative criteria of 
international and domestic applicants in the application phase. 
 Research Question 2: What are the important evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate students in the acceptance phase? 
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 Proposition 2: There are no differences in the importance of evaluative criteria of 
international and domestic applicants in the acceptance phase. 
 Research Question 3: Do differences exist in important evaluative criteria of the 
application and acceptance phase? 
 Research Question 4: Do differences exist in important evaluative criteria on basis of 
country of origin between application and acceptance phase? 
 Research Question 4.1:  Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria between application and acceptance phase in domestic students? 
 Research Question 4.2:  Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria between application and acceptance phase in International students? 
 Research Question 5: Do differences exist in the important evaluative criteria on basis 
of prior pharmaceutical sciences graduate education experience in the application and 
acceptance phase? 
 Research Question 5.1: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria on the basis of prior graduate school experience in the application phase?  
 Research Question 5.2: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria on the basis of prior graduate school experience in the acceptance phase? 
 Research Question 6: Do differences exist in the importance evaluative criteria on basis 
of prior graduate school experience between application and acceptance phase? 
 Research Question 6.1: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria between application and acceptance phase in students with prior graduate 
school experience? 
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  Research Question 6.2: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative 
criteria between application and acceptance phase in students without prior 
graduate school experience? 
 
Qualitative phase 
Discussion guide and in-depth interview schedule development 
A focus group discussion guide and in-depth interview schedule were developed for the 
qualitative phase of the project.  The objective of both the focus groups and the in-depth 
interviews were to have a structured discussion and  to explore the factors considered influential 
by pharmacy graduate students when applying to pharmaceutical science graduate programs and 
when their ultimate choice of which program to attend.  It was the intent to have the questions in 
the focus group discussion guide and in-depth interview schedule as parallel as possible and all 
questions were open-ended thus eliciting the maximum amount of information from the 
participant/respondent. 
Focus groups and in-depth interview participant recruitment 
The focus groups were comprised of currently enrolled graduate students from the various 
pharmaceutical sciences disciplines in colleges and schools of pharmacy in the United States.  A 
total of two focus groups were conducted.  A convenience sampling technique was used to 
recruit participants for each focus group.  Similarly, a convenience sampling technique was used 
to identify participants for the in-depth interviews.  A total of eight in-depth interviews were 
conducted.  The majority of participants in focus groups and in-depth interviews were foreign-
born and were enrolled as International students in pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs.  
Two of the eight participants of in-depth interviews were domestic students. 
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Focus group execution 
The first focus group was conducted within the School of Pharmacy at The University of 
Mississippi.  The group had six participants comprised of different academic programs and 
mixed equally on gender.  The discussion guide and other interview materials were approved by 
The University of Mississippi‟s Institutional Review Board (IRB).  This first focus group was 
moderated by the principal investigator and was audio recorded for the purpose of transcription 
and analysis.  A second focus group was conducted at Mercer University, Atlanta, GA.  This 
focus group consisted of eight participants of mixed gender and currently enrolled as a 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate student in the southeastern United States.  Consistent with the 
technique used in the first focus group, the principal investigator served as the moderator and the 
group was audio recorded for the purpose of transcription and analysis.  On average, each of the 
groups lasted for just over one hour. 
Likewise, an interview schedule that was designed to be similar to the focus group discussion 
guide, important points and major information explored was noted by the interviewer/principal 
investigator. 
 
Quantitative phase 
Development of the survey instrument 
A survey instrument was designed specifically for the purpose of this study.  The 
aforementioned qualitative research along with existing literature on the college selection 
process was used in its development.  The questionnaire was comprised of three sections: 
1. Demographics 
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2. Evaluative criteria for the application and acceptance phase 
3. General questions related to graduate education 
The first section was captured demographic information about the respondents.  This 
section included 10 questions that addressed age, gender, ethnicity, nationality, current 
educational status, current program, years in current graduate program, availability of 
assistantship and last degree completed.  Information related to nationality was necessary to 
classify student as domestic graduate student or international graduate student. 
The second section of the survey assessed the importance of various evaluative criteria 
that may be used by graduate students to explore and ultimately select a pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate program in the United States.  This section also collected information regarding 
awareness of education counselor/professional consultants and the services provided by them to 
potential graduate students.  Additionally, questions that addressed students‟ perceptions of the 
importance of services provided by professional consultants were asked.  The second section of 
the survey was sub divided with the first questions asking the respondent to report on the 
importance of evaluative criteria used in the application phase; the second set of questions 
evaluated the important of evaluative criteria used during the acceptance phase of the admission 
process.  Table 3.1 outlines the questions contained within this second section of the survey 
instrument and their associated level of measurement. 
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TABLE 3.1: ADMISSION PHASE RELATED QUESTIONS AND MEASUREMENTS 
Questions Measurement Method 
Awareness about guidance counselors (Refer 
Q-12, Appendix G) 
Multiple response, check all that apply 
Helpfulness of the services provided by 
guidance counselor (Refer Q-15, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all helpful‟ to „very helpful‟ 
 Factors considered by student when applying 
to various graduate programs (Application 
phase) (Refer Q-16, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all important‟ to „very important‟ 
Level of influence by individuals when 
applying to various graduate programs 
(Application phase) (Refer Q-17, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all influential‟ to „most influential‟ 
Factors considered by student when deciding 
final  graduate programs to attend (Acceptance 
phase) (Refer Q-18, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all important‟ to „very important‟ 
Level of influence by individuals when 
deciding final  graduate programs to attend 
(Acceptance phase) (Refer question-Q19, 
Appendix 1) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all influential‟ to „most influential‟ 
 
The third section and last of the survey instrument addressed several elements related to 
the choice of graduate education including, reasons for choosing the United States for 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate education over other international countries, students opinion 
of the evaluative criteria used by graduate programs in extending offers of admission, 
satisfaction with their current program, information sources utilized by student while applying to 
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a graduate program and finally rating their current university on various aspects.  Table 3.2 
outlines this third section of the survey instrument and their associated level of measurement. 
TABLE 3.2: QUESTIONS AND MEASUREMENT METHODS 
Question Measurement Method 
Factors influencing decision to seek graduate 
education (Refer Q-20, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all influential‟ to „very influential‟ 
Important factors in decision to pursue 
graduate education in the United States over 
other countries (Refer Q-21, Appendix G) 
 Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all important‟ to „very important‟ 
Satisfaction with their current graduate 
program (Refer Q.22, Appendix  G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all satisfied‟ to „very satisfied‟ 
Rating current university in comparison to 
other universities on various measures 
(Refer Q.23, Appendix G) 
Rating each measure on A+, A, B+, B, C+,C 
and D 
Students perceptions about factors considered 
important by universities/graduate programs 
when selecting prospective graduate student 
(Refer Q-25, Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all important‟ to „very important‟ 
Usage of the information sources (Refer Q-26, 
Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all used‟ to „ very often used‟ 
Importance of the information sources in 
selecting a graduate program (Refer Q-27, 
Appendix G) 
Linear, numeric, 7-point scale ranging from 
„not at all important‟ to „very important‟ 
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Survey pretest  
It was important to pretest the questionnaire to ensure that the measures were highly 
reliable and were truly a valid measure of the underlying constructs.  Faculty members and 
graduate students of the Department of Pharmacy Administration at the University of Mississippi 
reviewed the instrument and provided feedback about the wording and formatting of the 
questions to improve the face validity of the survey instrument.  Additionally, the questionnaire 
was pretested among pharmaceutical sciences graduate students enrolled at The University of 
Mississippi.  The contact list of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students was obtained from the 
office of the Associate Dean for Research and Graduate Affairs.  Any graduate student who had 
been participating in the previously executed focus group were excluded from pretest sample 
because of the increased awareness of the objectives of the study and as such each represented a 
departure from a typical pharmaceutical sciences graduate student and were thought to be 
inappropriate for this purpose. 
A total of 26 graduate students responded to the request to participate in the pretest 
survey.  On average, respondents reported taking between 25-40 minutes to complete the survey.  
As was expected many of the suggestions coming from the pretest were related to its length.  
Furthermore, item nonresponse that may have been the result of respondent fatigue was evident 
(survey abandonment).  Low participation rates and high percentages of partially completed 
surveys were major concerns.  As such, it was determined that a more appropriate organization 
to the survey instrument would be to move questions related to graduate program selection to the 
front section of the survey.  General questions related to the graduate education were relocated to 
the end of the survey.  Moreover, questions that were directly related to the research objectives 
and associated hypotheses were shown to all respondents (questions 1 through 19).  After 
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question 19, respondents were given an opportunity to respond to additional questions related to 
the topic of interest.  If a respondent was interested in continuing, he or she was assigned either 
to one of two groups.  Individuals assigned to be in group 1 were presented three additional 
questions (questions 20 through 23); individuals assigned to the second group viewed the 
remaining four questions (question 24 through 27).  This approach reduced the survey 
completion time significantly and was believed to provide an adequate number of responses for 
all questions, both those directly a part of the thesis research and the remaining related questions.  
On average, completion times for the modified survey instrument ranged from 8 to 15 minutes. 
Sampling design  
The target population for this study was graduate students currently enrolled in pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate programs within schools of pharmacy in the United States.  Although one 
might argue that potential graduate students in the pharmaceutical sciences would be a more 
appropriate sampling frame, the “invisible” nature of this population necessitated using currently 
enrolled pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  An attempt to contact all graduate students 
enrolled in colleges or schools of pharmacy was undertaken.  Using the list of all pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate programs in the United States from the American Association of College of 
Pharmacy (AACP) website, a list of pharmacy school graduate deans, department chairs, and 
graduate program coordinators of these programs was compiled.  A representative at each 
college/school of pharmacy that had at least one graduate program in the pharmaceutical 
sciences was expected to facilitate distribution of the participation invitation. 
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Data Collection 
Facilitator recruitment 
 An initial electronic mail examining willingness to participate in survey was sent to 
department chairs and graduate program coordinators of 152 pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
programs.  Following this initial contact, 60 programs (40%) had one representative who agreed 
to forward the invitation to participate to enrolled pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  
Representatives from 38 programs (25%) responded that they would not facilitate the distribution 
of the survey invitation, the remaining contacts failed to respond in any manner to the initial 
contact or its follow-up.  Some of the reasons cited for lack of facilitation included  IRB related 
issues, while others suggested contacting graduate students via different methods (e.g., graduate 
student organizations such as American Association of Pharmaceutical Sciences (AAPS) student 
chapters and International Society of Pharmacoeconomics and Outcomes Research (ISPOR) 
student chapters). 
 
Survey distribution 
An electronic mail that was written for the potential respondent (APPENDIX D) was sent to 
each representative who agreed to forward the request to participate to their enrolled 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  The e-mail included a brief description of the study 
and the link to the Internet-based survey instrument.  It was assumed that this e-mail was 
distributed to enrolled pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  A reminder email 
(APPENDIX E) was sent to the facilitators one week after the first message had been sent.  The 
data collection period was planned to be 14 days, however, 40 days was used because several of 
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the graduate programs requested additional time due to activities happening on their home 
campuses. 
Data Management and Analysis 
Data Management 
At the conclusion of 40 day data collection period, the survey collector was deactivated 
on Qualtrics.com and the raw data were downloaded and removed from the host server.  Initially, 
data from 342 respondents were available in the form of a SPSS analysis file (*.SAV).  The data 
were examined for response completeness.  A response was considered incomplete if more than 
half of the evaluative criteria (dependent variables) were missing.  As a result, a total of 277 
responses were available for research questions examination and hypothesis testing.  Data were 
cleaned, coded and subjected to statistical analysis using SPSS for Windows, Version 15.0. 
Data Analysis 
Statistical tests such as t-tests and MANOVA were used to determine where differences 
existed between groups of graduate students or phases (application and acceptance) of the 
admission process.  A-priori level of statistical significance was set a 0.05 for all analyses. 
Tables 3.3 and 3.4 outline the research questions and propositions and their relevant method of 
analysis. 
TABLE 3.3: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
 Research Question Data source Method of analysis 
RQ1 What are the important 
evaluative criteria of 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
students in the application phase? 
Question 16 of 
the survey 
instrument (See 
Appendix G) 
A one sample t-test was used 
to determine important 
evaluative criteria. Descriptive 
statistics were used to address 
this research question.   
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RQ2 What are the important 
evaluative criteria of 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
students in the acceptance phase? 
Question 18  A one-sample t-test was used 
to determine important 
evaluative criteria.  
Descriptive statistics were 
used to address this research 
question. 
RQ3 Do differences exist in the 
importance of evaluative criteria 
of application and acceptance 
phase? 
Question 16 and  
 
A within-subjects MANOVA 
was conducted to address this 
research question. 
RQ4.1 Do differences exist in the 
importance of evaluative criteria 
between application and 
acceptance phase in domestic 
students 
Questions 5, 16, 
and  
A within-subjects MANOVA 
was conducted to address this 
research question. 
RQ4.2 Do differences exist in the 
importance of evaluative criteria 
between application and 
acceptance phase in International 
students 
Questions 5, 16, 
and 
A within-subjects MANOVA 
was conducted to address this 
research question 
RQ5.1 Do differences exist in the 
importance of evaluative criteria 
on the basis of prior graduate 
school experience in the 
application phase 
Questions 9 and 
16. 
A between-subjects 
MANOVA was conducted to 
address this research question 
RQ5.2 Do differences exist in the 
importance of evaluative criteria 
on the basis of prior graduate 
school experience in the 
acceptance phase 
Questions 9 and 
18. 
A between subjects 
MANOVA was conducted to 
address this research question 
RQ6.1 Do differences exist in important 
evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase 
in students with prior graduate 
school experience 
Question # 9, 16 
and 18 of the 
survey 
instrument (See 
appendix G) 
A within subjects MANOVA 
was conducted to address this 
research question 
27 
 
RQ6.2 Do differences exist in important 
evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase 
in students without  prior 
graduate school experience 
Question # 9, 16 
and 18 of the 
survey 
instrument (See 
appendix G) 
A within subjects MANOVA 
was conducted to address this 
research question 
 
 
Table 3.4 shows the research proposition and method of analysis.  
TABLE 3.4: RESEARCH  PROPOSITIONS AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
No Proposition Independent 
variable 
Dependent 
variable 
Method of analysis 
1. There are no 
differences in the 
importance of 
evaluative criteria of 
International and 
domestic applicants in 
the application phase. 
Status of graduate 
student 
(International 
student or 
domestic student) 
Evaluative 
criteria 
considered in 
application 
phase 
Multivariate 
analysis of variance 
(MANOVA)  
2. There are no 
differences in the 
importance of 
evaluative criteria of 
International and 
domestic applicants in 
the acceptance phase. 
Status of graduate 
student 
(International 
student or 
domestic student) 
Evaluative 
criteria 
considered in 
acceptance 
phase 
Multivariate 
analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
Sample characteristics 
 As was mentioned in the previous chapter, a total of 277 complete and useable responses 
were received by the end of the data collection period.  Although it is convention to report 
response rate in survey research, this was not possible because of the lack of availability of the 
number of enrolled pharmaceutical science graduate students who received the emailed 
invitation to participate (facilitators were unwilling or unable to provide this level of information 
to the principal investigator).  In the interest of full disclosure, it can be noted here that a large 
number of potential respondents started the survey but did not complete it.  Respondent 
characteristics are displayed in Table 4.1.  The average age of the respondents in the sample was 
27.59 years (SD = 5.22).  Females represented about 54% of the sample.  About 65% of the 
respondents were single; however, a greater number of domestic students were married as 
compared to International students (38.0% vs. 27.1%).  About 46% of the pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate student respondents were Asian, 40% were white/Caucasian, 5% were 
Hispanic and 3% were African-American.  Ph.D. students represented about 80% of the sample 
and approximately 85% of sample reported receiving funding in the form of assistantship or 
scholarship.  About 36% of students surveyed reported being in pharmaceutics, followed by 27% 
in social and administrative sciences, 17% in pharmacology, 16% in medicinal chemistry, and 
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3% studying pharmacognosy.  Among respondents, just over one-quarter of the sample (26%) 
reported being enrolled in graduate school for four years or greater. 
Results show that about 32% of International students apply to seven or more 
pharmaceutical science graduate programs on the other hand only 6% of domestic students apply 
to seven or more different programs.  The majority of the sample (about 63%) reported not 
having any prior graduate school experience.  However, a greater number of International 
students had prior graduate school experience compared to domestic students (50.3% vs 21.3%). 
TABLE 4.1: RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
 Domestic 
Students 
International 
Students 
Total 
 N            % N            % N            % 
Overall 122 155 277 
Gender 
Female 62 50.8% 87 56.1% 149 53.8% 
Male 60 49.2% 68 43.9% 128 46.2% 
Marital Status 
Single  69 57.0% 110 71.0% 179 64.9% 
Married 46 38.0% 42 27.1% 88 31.9% 
Divorced/Separated 3 2.5% 1 0.6% 4 1.4% 
Others 3 2.5% 2 1.3% 5 1.8% 
Race/Ethnicity 
African American/Black 5 4.1% 4 2.6% 9 3.2% 
American Indian or Alaska 
native 
2 1.6% 1 0.6% 3 1.1% 
Asian 10 8.2% 118 76.1% 128 46.2% 
Caucasian/White 94 77.0% 17 11.0% 111 40.1% 
Hispanic 7 5.7% 6 3.9% 13 4.7% 
Native Hawaiian/Other pacific 
Islander 
1 0.8% 1 0.6% 2 0.7% 
Others 3 2.5% 8 5.2% 11 4.0% 
Present graduate student status 
M.S. student 17 13.9% 37 23.9% 54 19.5% 
Ph.D student 105 86.1% 118 76.1% 223 80.5% 
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Funding/Assistantship status 
Receive assistantship 101 82.8% 133 85.8% 234 84.5% 
Do not receive assistantship 21 17.2% 22 14.2% 43 15.5% 
 
Current graduate program 
Medicinal Chemistry 22 18.0% 23 14.8% 45 16.2% 
Pharmaceutics 40 32.8% 61 39.4% 101 36.5% 
Pharmacology 30 24.6% 19 12.3% 49 17.7% 
Social and Administrative 
Science 
26 21.3% 48 31.0% 74 26.7% 
Pharmacognosy 4 3.3% 4 2.6% 8 2.9% 
No. of years been enrolled in current graduate program 
Up to 1 year 40 32.8% 56 36.1% 96 37.4% 
2 – 3 years 48 39.3% 61 39.4% 109 39.4% 
4 years or more 34 27.9% 38 24.5% 72 26.0% 
Total no. of graduate programs applied 
1 graduate program 52 42.6% 33 21.3% 85 30.7% 
2 to 6 graduate programs 62 50.8% 72 46.5% 134 48.4% 
7 or more graduate programs 8 6.6% 50 32.3% 58 20.9% 
Prior graduate school experience 
Have prior graduate school 
experience 
26 21.3% 78 50.3% 104 37.5% 
No prior graduate school 
experience 
96 78.7% 77 49.7% 173 62.5% 
Age 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Age 28.55 6.27 26.83 4.09 27.59 5.22 
 
Research Question 1: What are the important evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students in application phase? 
 
The first research question examined the evaluative criteria considered important by 
graduate students while applying to pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs (application 
phase).  To address this question, respondents were asked to rate evaluative criteria on a 7-point 
scale, where 1 represented not at important and 7 represented very important.  Based on the 
ratings, mean value and standard deviation was calculated for each evaluative criterion.  A one 
sample t-test was used to determine important evaluative criteria.  Mean values of each 
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evaluative criterion was tested against midpoint of the scale (4 on a 7-point scale) and 5.  Table 
4.2 summarizes mean scores and significant t-test values tested at value 4 and 5 respectively. 
TABLE 4.2: SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
IN THE APPLICATION PHASE 
 
List of Evaluative criteria 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Mean 
diff., 
value 
= 4  
Sig., 
Test 
value = 4 
Mean 
diff., 
value 
= 5 
Sig., 
Test value 
= 5 
**Interest in program being offered                                   6.35 1.06 2.35 p ≤ 0.001* 1.35 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Interest in research being 
conducted 
 
6.35 
 
1.05 
 
2.35 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
1.35 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
**Value of degree from this school 6.12 1.19 2.11 p ≤ 0.001* 1.11 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship 
 
6.11 
 
1.58 
 
2.11 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
1.11 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
**Reputation of graduate program 6.10 1.22 2.10 p ≤ 0.001* 1.10 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Good faculty personality 5.92 1.37 1.92 p ≤ 0.001* 0.92 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Job prospects after graduation 5.92 1.50 1.92 p ≤ 0.001* 0.92 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Reputation of faculty/professor 5.82 1.37 1.82 p ≤ 0.001* 0.82 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Job placement after completion 
of study 
 
5.61 
 
1.71 
 
1.60 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.60 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
**More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
 
5.59 
 
1.48 
 
1.59 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.59 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
**Diversity of courses being 
offered 
5.31 1.46 1.31 p ≤ 0.001* 0.31 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Cost of living 5.25 1.60 1.24 p ≤ 0.001* 0.24 0.010 
**Amount of stipend 5.25 1.77 1.24 p ≤ 0.001* 0.24 0.022 
*Tuition/Fees 5.05 1.88 1.04 p ≤ 0.001* 0.04 n.s 
*Universities International 
reputation 
 
5.04 
 
1.92 
 
1.04 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.04 
  
n.s 
*Campus Safety 5.01 1.88 1.01 p ≤ 0.001* 0.01 n.s 
*Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
 
4.80 
 
2.04 
 
0.80 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
-0.20 
 
n.s 
*Quality of day to day campus life  
 *Faculty to student ratio 
4.81 
4.79 
1.81 
1.75 
0.81 
0.79 
p ≤ 0.001* 
p ≤ 0.001* 
-0.19 
- 0.20 
n.s 
n.s 
 
*Geographical location of the 
university 
 
4.67 
 
2.00 
 
0.67 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
- 0.33 
 
n.s 
*Library facilities and collection 4.62 1.72 0.62 p ≤ 0.001* - 0.38 n.s 
*Career assistance 4.37 2.09 0.37 0.003 - 0.63 n.s 
N= 277. Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. 
(Only points 1 and 7 were labeled.) 
** Evaluative criteria showing significance with one sample t-test values at test value = 5 
* Evaluative criteria showing significance with one sample t-test values at test value = 4 
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The mean scores on the evaluative criteria ranged from a low of 2.18 to a high of 6.35 for 
application phase.  There were 5 items that received an average rating equal to or greater than 
6.0.  The top rated evaluative criteria included “Interest in program being offered” (mean= 6.35), 
“Interest in research being conducted” (6.35), “value of degree from this school” (6.12), 
“availability of scholarship/assistantship” (6.11) and “reputation of the graduate program” (6.10). 
There were 12 evaluative criteria which received 5.0 and above rating on a 7-point scale in 
application phase.  These evaluative criteria include “good faculty personality” (mean= 5.92), 
“job prospects after graduation” (5.92), “reputation of the professor” (5.82), “job placement after 
completion of study” (5.61), “more opportunity for personalized contact with faculty” (5.59), 
“diversity of courses being offered” (5.31), “cost of living” (5.25), “amount of stipend” (5.25), 
“tuition fees” (5.05), “university International reputation” (5.04) and “campus safety” (5.01).  
Nine more evaluative criteria were rated above the midpoint of the scale used.  Two-thirds of 
those were significantly different from the midpoint indicating a moderate degree of importance 
in the application phase of graduate students in the pharmaceutical sciences. 
Table 4.3 represents evaluative criteria, which were not important to pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate students at the application phase.  
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TABLE 4.3:  SUMMARY OF NON-IMPORTANT EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
IN THE APPLICATION PHASE 
 
List of evaluative criteria 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Mean 
diff. 
value = 
4 
Sig. 
Test 
value = 
4 
Mean 
diff. 
value = 
4 
Sig. 
Test 
value = 
5 
Type of city 4.20 1.85 0.20 n.s - 0.80 n.s 
Ability to commute home on 
weekend  
 
4.11 
 
2.22 
 
0.11 
 
n.s 
 
- 0.89 
 
n.s 
Ease of application procedure 4.06 1.87 0.06 n.s - 0.94 n.s 
Type of school (public/private) 3.99 2.21 - 0.01 n.s - 1.01 n.s 
Availability of on-campus 
employment 
 
3.79 
 
2.23 
 
- 0.21 
 
n.s 
 
- 1.21 
 
n.s 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
 
3.71 
 
2.22 
 
- 0.29 
 
n.s 
 
- 1.29 
 
n.s 
Weather/ Climatic conditions  3.57 1.87 - 0.42 n.s - 1.42 n.s 
Size of campus 3.47 1.88 - 0.84 n.s - 1.84 n.s 
Presence of student from home 
country  
 
3.16 
 
2.14 
 
- 0.85 
 
n.s 
 
- 1.85 
 
n.s 
Job availability for spouse/partner 3.06 2.35 - 0. 94 n.s - 1.94 n.s 
Assistance in obtaining visa 2.72 2.11 - 1.28 n.s - 2.28 n.s 
Religious consideration 2.18 1.72 - 1.83 n.s - 2.83 n.s 
N= 277. Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. 
(Only points 1 and 7 were labeled.) 
 
 A one-tailed, one sample t-test with the midpoint of scale (4 of the 7-point scale) found 
22 evaluative criteria, which could be considered important for pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
students.  Likewise, following a more conservative approach (one sample t-test with value 5 on 
the 7-point scale) 13 evaluative criteria could be considered important while applying to 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs.  Most of the important evaluative criteria of the 
application phase are directly associated with research conducted at the university, courses 
offered, faculty related issues, or graduate school financing. 
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Proposition 1: There are no differences in the importance of evaluative criteria of 
 International and domestic applicants in the application phase. 
As described in Chapter 3, evaluative criteria considered by pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students in application phase were selected to assess whether differences exist in 
importance of evaluative criteria use in the application phase between domestic and International 
students.  Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were used, as this type of analysis 
addresses the intercorrelation among the dependent variables by considering them 
simultaneously (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). 
To clarify interpretation of potential results, thirty-one evaluative criteria of application 
phase were entered as the dependent variables in MANOVA assessment, whereas student 
classification based on country of origin (“domestic student” and “International student”) was the 
independent variable. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as the independent 
variables only included two categories.  The result of multivariate test was significant 
(Hotelling‟s Trace = 1.071, F= 8.465, df= 31, Significance: p ≤ 0.001).  As multivariate 
significance was detected, univariate F-tests were conducted.  The results are displayed in Table 
4.4.
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TABLE 4.4: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
BASED ON COUNTRY OF ORIGIN – APPLICATION PHASE 
Evaluative criteria Domestic Student International 
Student 
F-value Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in program being offered 6.20 1.23 6.48 0.88 4.867 .028* 
Interest in research being 
conducted 
6.27 1.22 6.41 0.88 1.262 .262 
Value of degree from this school 5.81 1.36 6.35 0.96 15.056 p ≤ 0.001* 
Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship 
5.67 1.84 6.46 1.22 18.024 p ≤ 0.001* 
Reputation of the graduate 
program 
5.78 1.37 6.35 1.04 15.796 p ≤ 0.001* 
Good faculty personality 5.90 1.44 5.94 1.31 0.059 .809 
Job prospects after graduation 5.63 1.68 6.15 1.29 8.316 .004* 
Reputation of faculty/professor 5.81 1.28 5.83 1.43 0.016 .901 
Job placement after completion 
of study  
5.02 1.99 6.07 1.28 28.438 p ≤ 0.001* 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.52 1.44 5.65 1.51 0.567 .452 
Diversity of course being offered 4.97 1.51 5.59 1.36 12.803 p ≤ 0.001* 
Cost of living 4.93 1.78 5.50 1.40 8.576 .004* 
Amount of stipend 4.97 2.02 5.46 1.53 5.434 .020* 
Tuition/Fees 4.66 1.99 5.35 1.73 9.312 .002* 
Universities International 
reputation 
4.30 1.99 5.62 1.64 36.117 p ≤ 0.001* 
Campus Safety 4.31 1.90 5.55 1.67 33.190 p ≤ 0.001* 
Quality of day to day campus life                                         4.66 1.76 4.92 1.84 8.576 .239 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
5.20 1.99 4.49 2.03 8.405 .004* 
Faculty to student ratio 4.66 1.79 4.89 1.71 1.142 .286 
Geographical location of the 
university 
5.42 1.68 4.08 2.03 34.333 p ≤ 0.001* 
Library facilities and collection 4.01 1.65 5.11 1.62 30.705 p ≤ 0.001* 
Career assistance 3.54 2.02 5.03 1.91 39.040 p ≤ 0.001* 
Type of city 4.32 1.84 4.10 1.87 .927 .337 
Ease of application procedure 3.72 1.86 4.33 1.80 7.482 .007* 
Type of school (public/private) 3.42 2.14 4.45 2.18 15.474 p ≤ 0.001* 
Availability of on-campus 
employment 
2.50 2.07 4.81 2.13 82.314 p ≤ 0.001* 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
2.77 2.05 4.45 2.03 46.299 p ≤ 0.001* 
Weather/ Climatic conditions 3.64 1.92 3.52 1.84 .263 .608 
Size of campus 
 
2.95 2.29 3.14 2.38 .452 .502 
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Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
2.95 2.29 3.14 2.38 .452 .502 
Religious consideration 1.70 1.40 2.55 1.86 17.859 p ≤ 0.001* 
Domestic students n= 122, International students n= 155. 
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
In the application phase, 21 individual evaluative criteria were found to differ in their 
level importance for domestic and International applicants in the pharmaceutical sciences.  
Geographical location of the university and impression from campus visit or personal contact 
received more importance by domestic pharmaceutical sciences graduate students by than 
International pharmaceutical sciences graduate students in application phase.  Similarly, the type 
of school, reputation of graduate program, university international reputation, value of degree 
from the school, availability of on campus employment, Interest in program being offered, 
availability of  scholarship/assistantship, amount of stipend, tuition/fees, diversity of course 
being offered, ease of application procedure, job prospects after graduation, job placement after 
completion of study, library facilities and collection, availability of both MS and PhD program, 
cost of living, campus safety, religious consideration and career assistance were more important 
to International students as compared to domestic students.  
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Figure 4.1 represents few important evaluative criteria with statistically significant 
difference in their perceived importance by domestic and International students. 
 
Figure 4.1: Differences in importance of evaluative criteria between domestic and International 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students – application phase. 
 
Research Question 2: What are the important evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students in the acceptance phase? 
 
The second research question examined the evaluative criteria considered important by 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students when making their final decision about which 
graduate program to attend from multiple acceptances (acceptance phase).  To address this 
question, respondents were asked to rate evaluative criteria on a 7-point scale, where 1 
represented not at important and 7 represented very important.  A one-sample t-test was used to 
determine which evaluative criteria were important.  The sample size was reduced to 122 
respondents because only respondents who reported receiving more than 1 acceptance offer were 
included for analyses.  Mean values of evaluative criteria were tested against the midpoint of 
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scale (4 on a 7-point scale) and the value of 5 on the same 7-point scale. Table 4.5 summarizes 
mean scores and significant t-test values tested at value 4 and 5 respectively. 
The mean scores ranged from a low of 2.34 to a high of 6.37 for the acceptance phase. 
There were five items that received a rating of 6.0 or greater.  The top rated evaluative criteria 
included interest in program being offered (mean= 6.37), interest in research being conducted 
(6.34), availability of scholarship/assistantship (6.22), value of degree from this school (6.20), 
and reputation of the graduate program (6.02).  The top five evaluative criteria in acceptance 
phase are consistent with those found in the application phase.  There were 10 acceptance phase 
evaluative criteria that received an average rating of five or greater on a 7-point scale.  These 
evaluative criteria include good faculty personality (mean= 5.97), reputation of the professor 
(5.82), amount of stipend (5.73), job prospects after graduation (5.70), job placement after 
completion of study (5.55), diversity of courses being offered (5.34), cost of living (5.33), more 
opportunity for contact with faculty (5.06), university International reputation (5.27) and tuition 
fees (5.06). 
A one-sample t-test with the midpoint of scale (4 of the 7-point scale) revealed 20 
evaluative criteria, which could be considered important for pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
students in acceptance phase.  Likewise, a one-sample t-test with value 5 on the 7-point scale 
showed 10 evaluative criteria, which could be considered important, when deciding between 
multiple offers of acceptance.  
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TABLE 4.5: SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
IN THE ACCEPTANCE PHASE 
 
List of evaluative criteria 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Mean 
diff., 
value 
= 4  
Sig., 
Test 
value = 4 
Mean 
diff., 
value 
= 5 
Sig., 
Test value 
= 5 
**Interest in program being offered 6.37 0.98 2.36 p ≤ 0.001* 1.37 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Interest in research being 
conducted  
6.34 1.12 2.34 p ≤ 0.001* 1.34 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship 
6.22 1.35 2.22 p ≤ 0.001* 1.22 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Value of degree from this school 6.20 1.34 2.20 p ≤ 0.001* 1.20 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Reputation of graduate program 6.02 1.52 2.02 p ≤ 0.001* 1.02 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Good faculty personality 5.97 1.51 1.97 p ≤ 0.001* 0.97 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Amount of stipend 5.73 1.63 1.73 p ≤ 0.001* 0.73 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Job prospects after graduation 5.70 1.66 1.70 p ≤ 0.001* 0.70 p ≤ 0.001* 
**Job placement after completion 
of study 
 
5.55 
 
1.91 
 
1.55 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.55 
 
0.002 
**Diversity of courses being 
offered 
 
5.34 
 
1.73 
 
1.34 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.34 
 
0.025 
*Cost of living 5.33 1.70 1.33 p ≤ 0.001* 0.33 n.s 
*More opportunity for personalized 
contact with faculty 
 
5.32 
 
1.73 
 
1.32 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
0.32 
 
n.s 
*Universities International 
reputation 
5.27 2.07 1.27 p ≤ 0.001* 0.27 n.s 
*Tuition/Fees 5.06 2.06 1.06 p ≤ 0.001* 0.06 n.s 
*Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact  
 
4.99 
 
2.09 
 
0.99 
 
p ≤ 0.001* 
 
- 0.01 
 
n.s 
*Campus Safety 4.93 2.06 0.93 p ≤ 0.001* - 0.07 n.s 
*Quality of day to day campus life 4.79 2.03 0.79 p ≤ 0.001* - 0.21 n.s 
*Faculty to student ratio  4.73 1.93 0.73 p ≤ 0.001* - 0.27 n.s 
*Geographical location of the 
university 
 
4.57 
 
2.23 
 
0.57 
 
0.006 
 
- 0.43 
n.s 
*Type of city 4.44 2.04 0.44 0.018 - 0.56 n.s 
N= 122. Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. 
(Only points 1 and 7 were labeled.) 
**Evaluative criteria showing significance with one sample t-test values at test value = 5 
* Evaluative criteria showing significance with one sample t-test values at test value = 4 
       
  
40 
 
Table 4.6 represents evaluative criteria, which were not important to pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students at the acceptance phase. 
 
TABLE 4.6: SUMMARY OF NON-IMPORTANT EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
IN THE ACCEPTANCE PHASE 
 
List of evaluative criteria 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Mean 
diff., 
value =4  
Sig., 
Test 
value = 
4 
Mean 
diff., 
value 
=5 
Sig., 
Test 
value = 
5 
Library facilities and collection 4.24 1.99 0.24 n.s - 0.76 n.s 
Weather/climatic conditions 4.08 2.18 0.08 n.s - 0.92 n.s 
Career assistance 4.06 2.31 0.06 n.s - 0.94 n.s 
On campus employment 3.86 2.50 - 0.14 n.s - 1.14 n.s 
Type of school (public/private) 3.83 2.43 - 0.17 n.s -1.17 n.s 
Ability to commute home as desired 3.83 2.34 - 0.17 n.s -1.17 n.s 
Size of campus 3.66 2.17 - 0.34 n.s - 1.34 n.s 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
3.55 2.39 - 0.45 n.s - 1.45 n.s 
Presence of student from home 
country 
3.29 2.39 - 0.71 n.s - 1.71 n.s 
Assistance in obtaining visa 3.02 2.23 - 0.98 n.s - 1.98 n.s 
Job availability for spouse/partner 2.77 2.31 - 1.33 n.s - 2.33 n.s 
Religious consideration 2.34 1.92 -1.66 n.s - 2.66 n.s 
N= 122. Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. 
(Only points 1 and 7 were labeled.) 
 
Proposition 2: There are no differences in importance evaluative criteria of International and 
domestic applicants in the acceptance phase. 
 
A multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the research 
proposition.  Thirty evaluative criteria of acceptance phase were used as the dependent variables, 
whereas student classification based on country of origin (“domestic student” and “International 
student”) was the independent variable. 
Similar to the analysis for application phase, Hotelling‟s T2 was used to test proposition 
2.  The result of multivariate test was significant (Hotelling‟s Trace = 0.993, F= 2.79, df= 30, 
Significance: p ≤ 0.001).  As multivariate significance was detected, univariate F-tests were 
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conducted to evaluate differences in acceptance phase evaluative criteria between domestic and 
international graduate students.  The results are displayed in Table 4.7. 
TABLE 4.7: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA BASED ON 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN – ACCEPTANCE PHASE 
Evaluative criteria Domestic Student International 
Student 
F-value Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in program being offered                                     6.29 1.03 6.42 0.95 .507 .478 
Interest in research being 
conducted  
6.40 
 
1.10 
 
6.34 
 
1.15 
 
.079 .779 
Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship 
5.96 1.60 6.41 1.14 24.046 p ≤ 0.001* 
Value of degree from this school 6.00 1.58 6.34 1.17 1.847 .177 
Reputation of graduate program 5.80 1.75 6.14 1.38 1.435 .233 
Good faculty personality 6.07 1.59 5.92 1.47 .260 .611 
Reputation of faculty/professor 5.53 1.75 6.00 1.28 2.826 .095 
Amount of stipend 5.60 1.70 5.80 1.60 .430 .513 
Job prospects after graduation 5.36 1.71 5.91 1.61 3.141 .079 
Job placement after completion 
of study 
5.02 2.17 5.84 1.67 5.369 .022* 
Diversity of courses being 
offered  
4.84 1.78 5.62 1.65 5.792 .018* 
Cost of living 5.13 1.94 5.42 1.65 .745 .390 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.20 1.85 5.39 1.66 .353 .554 
Universities International 
reputation 
4.40 2.40 5.78 1.67 13.614 p ≤ 0.001* 
Tuition/Fees                                                                     4.40 2.24 5.43 1.87 7.410 .007* 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
5.82 1.46 4.51 2.25 12.261 .001* 
Campus Safety 4.07 2.14 5.42 1.85 13.316 p ≤ 0.001* 
Quality of day to day campus life 4.78 2.02 4.79 2.06 .001 .970 
Faculty to student ratio 4.24 2.10 5.01 1.78 4.566 .035* 
Geographical location of the 
university 
5.04 2.15 4.25 2.24 3.672 .058 
Type of city 4.31 2.23 4.49 1.93 0.208 .649 
Library facilities and collection 3.38 1.89 4.75 1.88 14.908 p ≤ 0.001* 
Weather/climatic conditions 4.16 2.34 4.00 2.085 .143 .706 
Career assistance 3.04 2.13 4.62 2.27 14.572 p ≤ 0.001* 
On campus employment 2.51 2.16 4.63 2.37 24.046 p ≤ 0.001* 
Type of school (public/private) 2.87 2.26 4.36 2.37 11.527 .001* 
Size of campus 3.04 2.04 4.01 2.11 6.083 .015* 
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Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
2.38 2.04 4.24 2.33 19.560 p ≤ 0.001* 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
2.67 2.38 2.83 2.30 .137 .712 
Religious consideration 1.62 1.51 2.67 2.03 10.671 .001 
Acceptance phase Total N= 122.  Domestic students n = 45; International students n = 77. 
a
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7=” very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 In the acceptance phase, a total of 14 evaluative criteria were found to be statistically 
different in importance by domestic and International applicants in pharmaceutical sciences. 
Impression from campus visit or personal contact was more important to domestic 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students than International graduate students in the acceptance 
phase.  Similarly evaluative criteria like type of school, availability of on-campus employment, 
university international reputation, tuition fees, diversity of course offered, faculty students ratio, 
job placement after study completion, library facilities and collection, availability of both MS 
and PhD program, campus safety, religious consideration, career assistance and size of campus 
were more important to International students as compared to domestic students.  Figure 4.2 
represents few important evaluative criteria with statistically significant difference in their 
perceived importance by domestic and International students.
 Figure 4.2: Differences in importance of evaluative criteria between domestic and International 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students – acceptance phase 
 
Research Question 3: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase? 
 
A within subject multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the 
research question.  A total of thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in 
MANOVA assessment, whereas the two phases in students‟ admission cycle (“application 
phase” and “acceptance phase”) were the independent variable.  Pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students who had received more than 1 admission offer were considered for analysis. 
As a result, the sample size for the within subjects MANOVA was 122. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The result of multivariate test was significant (Hotelling‟s Trace = 
0.855, F= 2.59, df= 30, Significance: p ≤ 0.001*).  As multivariate significance was detected, 
univariate F-tests were conducted to determine which evaluative criteria showed significantly 
different importance between the two admission phases.  The results are displayed in Table 4.8.  
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TABLE 4.8: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
BETWEEN APPLICATION PHASE AND ACCEPTANCE PHASE 
Evaluative criteria Application phase Acceptance phase F-value Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in research being 
conducted 
6.48 0.84 6.37 0.98 
1.761 .187 
Interest in program being offered 6.43 0.94 6.34 1.12 .417 .520 
Availability of  
scholarship/assistantship 
6.43 1.12 6.22 1.35 
3.934 .050* 
Value of degree from this school 6.30 1.05 6.20 1.34 .713 .400 
Reputation of graduate program 6.30 1.23 6.02 1.53 4.849 .030* 
Good faculty personality 6.15 1.23 5.97 1.51 1.768 .186 
Reputation of faculty/professor 5.86 1.39 5.82 1.48 .084 .773 
Amount of stipend 5.59 1.46 5.73 1.63 1.335 .250 
Job prospects after graduation 6.14 1.22 5.70 1.66 9.258 .003* 
Job placement after completion 
of study 5.98 1.47 5.55 1.91 
8.550 .004* 
Diversity of courses being 
offered 
5.45 1.45 5.34 1.73 
1.128 .290 
Cost of living 5.63 1.28 5.33 1.77 7.158 .009* 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.74 1.36 5.32 1.73 
7.264 .008* 
Universities International 
reputation 
5.14 1.95 5.27 2.07 
 
.841 
 
.361 
Tuition/Fees 5.25 1.85 5.06 2.06 1.998 .160 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
4.98 1.97 4.99 2.09 
.021 .885 
Campus Safety 5.21 1.81 4.93 2.06 6.299 .013* 
Quality of day to day campus life 5.04 1.68 4.79 2.03 3.680 .057 
Faculty to student ratio 5.00 1.75 4.73 1.93 4.204 .042* 
Geographical location 4.24 1.94 4.57 2.23 5.619 .019* 
Type of city 4.39 1.78 4.44 2.04 .138 .711 
Library facilities and collection 4.51 1.79 4.24 1.99 5.039 .027* 
Weather/climatic conditions 3.74 1.88 4.08 2.18 5.077 .026* 
Career assistance 4.75 2.00 4.06 2.32 20.632 .001* 
Availability of on campus 
employment 
4.07 2.38 3.86 2.51 
1.615 .206 
Type of school (public/private) 4.05 2.26 3.83 2.42 2.112 .149 
Size of campus 3.73 1.88 3.66 2.13 .239 .626 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
3.70 2.25 3.55 2.39 
.823 .366 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
2.76 2.27 2.77 2.31 
.004 .949 
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Religious consideration 2.18 1.66 2.34 1.92 1.865 .175 
Students receiving more than 1 offer letter: N=122 
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7=” very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
It was observed that 12 evaluative criteria exhibited statistically significant difference in 
their level of importance between the two phases.  The important evaluative criteria in the 
acceptance phase were similar to those in the application phase; however the level of importance 
for some of the evaluative criteria changed.  Geographical location of the university and 
weather/climatic conditions received higher importance in acceptance phase.  On the other hand 
reputation of the program, availability of scholarship, faculty students‟ ratio, jobs prospects after 
graduation, job placements, opportunity for personalized contact with faculty and library 
facilities received more importance in application phase than acceptance phase. 
Research Question 4: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria on the 
basis of country of origin between application and acceptance phase? 
 
To address this research question respondents were divided into 2 groups.  Respondents 
who reported the United States as their country of origin were classified as “domestic students” 
whereas participants which reported any country, other than the United States as their country of 
origin were classified as “International students”.  This research question was further divided 
into 2 parts to simplify the analysis and the interpretation of its results. 
Research Question 4.1: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase in domestic students 
A within subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the 
research question.  A total of thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in 
MANOVA assessment, whereas the two phases in students‟ admission cycle (“application 
phase” and “acceptance phase”) were the independent variable.  Pharmaceutical sciences 
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domestic graduate students who had received more than one admission offers were considered 
for analysis.  Therefore, the total sample size was 45 for the within subjects MANOVA. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The results of Hotelling‟s T2 test revealed no statistical significance for 
domestic students.  The results of multivariate analysis are displayed in Table 4.9. 
TABLE 4.9: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA BETWEEN APPLICATION 
AND ACCEPTANCE PHASES – DOMESTIC STUDENTS 
Within Subject Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Phase Pillai‟s Trace .722 1.298 30.000 15.000 .302 
Wilks‟ Lambda .278 1.298 30.000 15.000 .302 
Hotelling‟s Trace 2.597 1.298 30.000 15.000 .302 
Roy‟s Largest Root 2.597 1.298 30.000 15.000 .302 
 
 As the multivariate test was not able to detect significant difference in importance of 
evaluative criteria between application and acceptance phase for domestic students, univariate 
analysis were less important.  Thus, we can conclude that for domestic students, importance of 
evaluative criteria is consistent across application and acceptance phases. 
Research Question 4.2: Do differences exist in the importance evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase in International students. 
 
 A within subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the 
research question.  A total of thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in 
MANOVA assessment, whereas the two phases in students‟ admission cycle (“application 
phase” and “acceptance phase”) were the independent variable. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The result of multivariate test was significant (Hotelling‟s Trace = 
1.272, F= 1.951, df= 30, Significance: p = .020*).  As multivariate significance was detected, 
 47 
 
univariate F-tests were conducted to determine which evaluative criteria showed significantly 
different importance between application and acceptance phase for International graduate 
students.  The results are displayed in Table 4.10.  It was observed that 12 evaluative criteria 
exhibited statistically significant difference in their level of importance between the two 
admission phases for International graduate students. 
TABLE 4.10: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA BETWEEN APPLICATION 
PHASE AND ACCEPTANCE PHASE - INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS 
Evaluative criteria Application phase Acceptance phase F-test Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in research being 
conducted 
6.48 0.86 6.30 1.14 2.884 .094 
Interest in program being offered 6.56 0.80 6.42 0.95 1.358 .248 
Availability of  
scholarship/assistantship 
6.68 0.81 6.38 1.17 4.551 .036* 
Value of degree from this school 6.47 0.85 6.32 1.17 .930 .338 
Reputation of graduate program 6.51 1.10 6.14 1.37 8.230 .005* 
Good faculty personality 6.09 1.25 5.91 1.47 1.219 .273 
Reputation of faculty/professor 5.87 1.43 5.99 1.28 1.021 .316 
Amount of stipend 5.77 1.20 5.81 1.59 .061 .805 
Job prospects after graduation 6.31 1.03 5.90 1.62 6.161 .015* 
Job placement after completion 
of study  
6.30 1.10 5.86 1.67 6.241 .015* 
Diversity of courses being 
offered 
5.68 1.39 5.62 1.65 .141 .708 
Cost of living  5.78 1.13 5.44 1.65 5.012 .028* 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.74 1.49 5.39 1.66 3.073 .084 
Universities International 
reputation 
5.55 1.73 5.78 1.67 2.670 .106 
Tuition/Fees 5.79 1.41 5.44 1.86 4.040 .048 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
4.60 2.07 4.51 2.25 .080 .777 
Campus Safety 5.81 1.49 5.43 1.85 6.697 .012* 
Quality of day to day campus life                                         5.10 1.75 4.79 2.06 3.575 .063 
Faculty to student ratio 5.14 1.73 5.01 1.78 .506 .479 
Geographical location 3.88 2.00 4.29 2.24 5.915 .017* 
Type of city 4.39 1.83 4.52 1.93 .733 .395 
Library facilities and collection 5.04 1.64 4.75 1.88 3.863 .053 
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Weather/climatic conditions 3.62 1.89 4.04 2.09 4.354 .040* 
Career assistance 5.31 1.75 4.65 2.22 12.106 .001* 
Availability of on campus 
employment 
5.12 2.01 4.23 2.32 4.857 .031* 
Type of school (public/private) 4.66 2.16 4.39 2.37 2.345 .130 
Size of campus 3.88 1.89 4.03 2.10 .407 .526 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
4.43 2.09 4.23 2.32 .587 .446 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
2.87 2.31 2.83 2.28 .041 .839 
Religious consideration 2.40 1.74 2.77 2.01 4.907 .030* 
International students receiving more than 1 offer letter: N=77 
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7=” very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 Overall, the important evaluative criteria in the acceptance phase were similar to those in 
the application phase; however, the level of importance for some of the evaluative criteria 
changed.  Geographical location of the university, weather/climatic conditions, and amount of 
stipend received higher importance in acceptance phase for International students.  On the other 
hand, reputation of the program, availability of scholarship, jobs prospects after graduation, job 
placements and cost of living received more importance in application phase than acceptance 
phase.  Thus for International graduate students, the level of importance of evaluative criteria 
vary by type of admission phase. 
Research Question 5: Do differences exist in importance of the evaluative criteria on basis of 
prior graduate education experience in application and acceptance 
phase? 
 
To address this research question respondents were divided into 2 groups.  Respondents 
who had completed Masters, MBA or PhD were grouped into “students with prior graduate 
school experience” category.  Graduate students who reported bachelors or PharmD as their last 
degree completed were classified into “students without prior graduate school experience” 
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category.  For application phase analysis, a total of 277 individuals were considered for analysis.  
Approximately 38% of students had prior graduate school experience whereas 62% graduate 
students were new to graduate school.  This research question was further divided into 2 parts to 
simplify the analysis and data interpretation. 
Research Question 5.1: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria on the basis 
of prior graduate school experience in the application phase. 
To clarify interpretation of potential results, thirty evaluative criteria of application phase 
were entered as the dependent variables in MANOVA assessment, whereas student classification 
based on graduate school experience (“with prior graduate school experience” and “without prior 
graduate school experience”) was the independent variable. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as the independent 
variables only included two categories.  The result of multivariate test was significant 
(Hotelling‟s Trace = .249, F= 1.972, df= 31, significance: p ≤ 0.002).  As multivariate 
significance was detected, univariate F-tests were conducted. The results are displayed in Table 
4.11. 
TABLE 4.11: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA BASED ON PRIOR 
GRADUATE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE – APPLICATION PHASE 
Evaluative criteria With prior 
graduate school 
experience 
Without prior 
graduate school 
experience 
F-test Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in program being offered 6.48 0.85 6.28 1.16 2.471 .117 
Interest in research conducted 6.39 0.98 6.32 1.08 0.249 .588 
Availability of  
scholarship/assistantship 
6.20 1.62 6.06 1.55 0.542 .462 
Value of degree from this school 6.26 1.28 6.03 1.11 2.471 .117 
Reputation of graduate program 6.19 1.23 6.05 1.22 0.917 .339 
Good faculty personality 5.91 1.30 5.93 1.41 0.010 .920 
Reputation of faculty/professor 6.00 1.30 5.72 1.40 2.793 .096 
Amount of stipend 5.30 1.92 5.21 1.69 0.145 .703 
Job prospects after graduation 6.15 1.41 5.78 1.54 4.064 .045* 
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Job placement after completion 
of study 
5.79 1.72 5.50 1.70 1.884 .171 
Diversity of courses being 
offered 
5.59 1.42 5.15 1.46 5.888 .016* 
Cost of living 5.20 1.79 5.28 1.49 0.143 .706 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.53 1.55 5.63 1.43 0.302 .583 
Universities International 
reputation 
5.28 1.85 4.90 1.95 2.595 .108 
Tuition/Fees 5.14 2.02 4.99 1.79 0.443 .703 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact 
4.29 2.18 5.11 1.90 10.827 .001* 
Campus Safety 4.95 2.08 5.04 1.76 0.143 .706 
Quality of day to day campus life 4.56 1.98 4.96 1.69 3.225 .074 
Faculty to student ratio 4.82 1.78 4.77 1.73 0.039 .844 
Geographical location of the 
university 
4.38 2.10 4.84 1.92 3.600 .059 
Type of city 3.94 1.95 4.35 1.78 3.195 .075 
Library facilities and collection 4.90 1.64 4.46 1.75 4.318 .039* 
Weather/climatic conditions 3.36 1.96 3.71 1.82 2.258 .134 
Career assistance 4.54 2.25 4.27 1.99 1.054 .305 
On campus employment 4.18 2.44 3.56 3.79 4.429 .036* 
Type of school (public/private) 4.36 2.28 3.77 2.14 4.537 .034* 
Size of campus 3.32 1.89 3.56 1.86 1.090 .297 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
4.18 2.25 3.43 2.12 7.820 .006* 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
3.26 2.36 2.94 2.33 1.232 .268 
Religious consideration 2.23 1.74 2.14 1.72 .161 .688 
Application phase Total N= 277. Students with prior graduate school experience n= 104 
Students without prior graduate school experience n = 173. 
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7= “very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 Seven evaluative criteria out of 30 evaluative criteria showed statistically significant 
difference in their perceived level of importance between students with prior graduate school 
experience and students without prior graduate school experience (Table 4.11).  Evaluative 
criteria job prospects after graduation, diversity of courses being offered, availability of MS and 
PhD program, interest in research being conducted, reputation of faculty, and library facilities 
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and collection were given more importance by students with prior graduate school experience 
whereas geographic location and impression from campus visit or personal contact received 
more importance by students without prior graduate school experience.  Figure 4.3 represents 
differences in importance of evaluative criteria of the application phase based on prior graduate 
school experience. 
 
Figure 4.3: Differences in importance of evaluative criteria between students with and without 
prior graduate school experience – application phase. 
 
Research Question 5.2: Do differences exist in the importance evaluative criteria on the basis 
of prior graduate school experience in the acceptance phase? 
 
A between subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the 
research question.  Thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in MANOVA 
assessment, whereas student classification based on graduate school experience (“with prior 
graduate school experience” and “without prior graduate school experience”) as the independent 
variable.  Only pharmaceutical sciences graduate students who had received more than one 
admission offer were available for analysis.  Therefore, the total sample size was 122 for 
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between subjects MANOVA with 44 students having prior graduate school experience and 78 
students without prior school experience. 
 Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The results of Hotelling‟s T2 test revealed no statistical significance 
for students with or without prior graduate school experience in the acceptance phase.  The 
results of multivariate analysis are displayed in Table 4.12. 
TABLE 4.12: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA BASED ON PRIOR 
GRADUATE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE – ACCEPTANCE PHASE 
Between Subject Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Student 
type 
Pillai‟s Trace .259 1.048 30.000 90.000 .418 
Wilks‟ Lambda .741 1.048 30.000 90.000 .418 
Hotelling‟s Trace .349 1.048 30.000 90.000 .418 
Roy‟s Largest Root .349 1.048 30.000 90.000 .418 
 
 As the multivariate test was not able to detect a significant difference in importance of 
evaluative criteria between graduate students with and without prior graduate school experience, 
univariate analyses not evaluated.  Therefore, we can conclude that overall there are no 
significant difference in importance of evaluative criteria of graduate students with or without 
prior graduate school experience in the acceptance phase. 
Research Question 6: Do differences exist in the importance evaluative criteria on basis of prior 
graduate school experience between application and acceptance phase? 
 
To address this research question respondents were divided into 2 groups.  Respondents 
who had completed Masters, MBA or PhD were grouped into “students with prior graduate 
school experience” category.  Graduate students who reported bachelors or PharmD as their last 
degree completed were classified into “students without prior graduate school experience” 
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category.  This research question was further divided into 2 parts to simplify the analysis and 
data interpretation. 
Research Question 6.1: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria between the 
application phase and acceptance phase in students with prior graduate 
school experience? 
A within subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the 
research question.  A total of thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in 
assessment, whereas the two phases in students‟ admission cycle (“application phase” and 
“acceptance phase”) were the independent variable.  Pharmaceutical sciences students with prior 
graduate school experience and who had received more than one admission offers were 
considered for analysis. Therefore, the total sample size was 44 for within-subjects MANOVA. 
 Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The results of Hotelling‟s T2 test revealed no statistical significance for 
students with prior graduate school experience.  The results of multivariate analysis are displayed 
in Table 4.13. 
TABLE 4.13: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
BETWEEN APPLICATION AND ACCEPTANCE PHASES – PRIOR 
GRADUATE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE 
Within Subject Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Phase Pillai‟s Trace .811 1.854 30.000 13.000 .119 
Wilks‟ Lambda .189 1.298 30.000 13.000 .119 
Hotelling‟s Trace 4.278 1.298 30.000 13.000 .119 
Roy‟s Largest Root 4.278 1.298 30.000 13.000 .119 
 
As the multivariate test was not able to detect significant difference in importance of 
evaluative criteria between application and acceptance phase for domestic students, univariate 
analysis were less important.  Thus, we can conclude that for pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
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students with prior graduate school experience, importance of evaluative criteria is consistent 
across application and acceptance phases. 
Research Question 6.2: Do differences exist in the importance of evaluative criteria between 
application and acceptance phase in students without prior graduate 
school experience? 
 A within subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was used to assess the 
research question.  A total of thirty evaluative criteria were used as the dependent variables in 
MANOVA assessment, whereas the two phases in students‟ admission cycle (“application 
phase” and “acceptance phase”) were the independent variable. 
Hotelling‟s T2 was used as the multivariate test for significance as independent variables 
included two categories.  The result of multivariate test was significant (Hotelling‟s Trace = 
1.095, F= 1.752, df= 30, Significance: p = .041).  As multivariate significance was detected, 
univariate F-tests were conducted to determine which evaluative criteria showed significantly 
different importance between application and acceptance phase for students without prior 
graduate school experience.  The results are displayed in Table 4.14.  It was observed that four 
evaluative criteria exhibited statistically significant difference in their level of importance 
between the two phases for students without prior graduate school experience. 
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TABLE 4.14: DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
BETWEEN APPLICATION AND ACCEPTANCE PHASES – NO PRIOR  
GRADUATE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE 
Evaluative criteria Application phase Acceptance phase F-test Sig. 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Interest in research conducted 6.36 .953 6.27 1.065 .725 .397 
Interest in program being offered 6.44 .934 6.26 1.253 .725 .397 
Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship 
6.29 1.175 6.18 1.412 .870 .354 
Value of degree from this school 6.14 1.066 6.05 1.467 .395 .531 
Reputation of graduate program 6.14 1.374 5.92 1.634 1.791 .185 
Good faculty personality 6.14 1.276 6.06 1.480 .372 .544 
Reputation of faculty/professor 5.71 1.469 5.53 1.673 1.472 .229 
Amount of stipend 5.46 1.509 5.63 1.766 1.064 .306 
Job prospects after graduation 5.87 1.352 5.45 1.814 4.317 .041* 
Job placement after completion 
of study 
5.64 1.667 5.28 2.082 3.199 .078 
Diversity of courses being 
offered 
5.26 1.353 5.06 1.790 1.734 .192 
Cost of living 5.54 1.203 5.28 1.742 2.726 .103 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
5.74 1.273 5.24 1.818 7.680 .007* 
Universities International 
reputation 
4.87 2.060 4.90 2.190 .016 .899 
Tuition/Fees 4.95 1.927 4.83 2.206 .364 .548 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact  
5.09 1.995 5.10 2.068 .005 .945 
Campus Safety 4.91 1.818 4.69 2.041 2.352 .129 
Quality of day to day campus life                                         5.09 1.597 4.82 1.985 2.541 .115 
Faculty to student ratio 4.88 1.713 4.56 2.049 3.833 .054 
Geographical location 4.45 1.905 4.69 2.223 1.912 .171 
Type of city 4.29 1.714 4.42 2.048 .344 .559 
Library facilities and collection 4.24 1.818 3.96 2.041 4.126 .046* 
Weather/climatic conditions 3.82 1.807 4.05 2.238 1.554 .216 
Career assistance 4.37 1.975 3.68 2.236 11.395 .001* 
Availability of on campus 
employment 
3.78 2.306 3.45 2.479 2.441 .122 
Type of school (public/private) 3.77 2.244 3.55 2.372 1.036 .312 
Size of campus 3.63 1.817 3.65 2.094   
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
3.29 2.187 3.23 2.346 .198 .658 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
2.50 2.208 2.67 2.405 1.202 .276 
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Religious consideration 2.12 1.675 2.24 1.949 .673 .415 
Students without prior graduate school experience: N=78 
Means are based on a 7-point numeric type scale where 1= “not at all important” and 7=” very important”. (Only points 
1 and 7 were labeled.) 
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
It was found that evaluative criteria such as job prospects after graduation, more 
opportunity for personalized contact with faculty, and career assistance had relatively higher 
importance in application for graduate students without prior graduate school experience.  Thus 
from the above findings were able to conclude that differences exist in important evaluative 
criteria of students without prior graduate school experience between application phase and 
acceptance phase. 
Professional Consultant/ Education counselor 
 One of the newer issues associated with the admission process is the use of professional 
consultants or education counselors.  These individuals provide a variety of services to the 
prospective pharmaceutical sciences graduate student from the selection of graduate programs to 
visa applications/interviews and travel arrangements.  When asked, “Did you use the services of 
a guidance counselor/ professional consultant during the time you were preparing to apply to 
graduate programs in the pharmaceutical sciences?”, 15.9% of respondents reported that they had 
used these services, 38.6% were aware of these services, but had not used professional consultant 
services and the remaining percentage reported not being aware of professional consultants nor 
the services that they provide. 
 A higher percentage of International graduate students (22%) reported using professional 
consultant services than domestic graduate students (7%).  Similarly, a higher percentage of 
International students (42.6%) were aware of services provided by professional consultants than 
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domestic students (33.6%).  Table 4.14 presents the awareness of professional 
consultants/education counselors among pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  These 
differences in professional consultant service utilization by domestic and International graduate 
students were significant (X
2
 = 20.130, p < 0.000). 
TABLE 4.15 : PROFESSIONAL CONSULTANT SERVICES UTILIZATION BY 
PHARMACEUTICAL SCIENCES STUDENTS 
 
 Domestic 
Students 
International 
Students 
Total 
 N            % N            % N            % 
 122 155 277 
Yes, I did use the services of a 
guidance counselor/consultant 
9 7.4% 35 22.6% 44 15.9% 
No, but I was aware of these 
services being available 
41 33.6% 66 42.6% 107 38.6% 
No, I was not aware if these 
services were available 
72 59.0% 54 34.8% 126 45.5% 
 
 It was observed that certain services provided by guidance counselor/professional 
consultants were used for all students.  Services related to visa interviews were relevant only to 
International graduate students, as these students require particular visa to gain entry in the 
United States.  A larger number of graduate students used the professional consultant‟s 
assistance in university selection, completion of application forms, writing statements of 
purpose, and sending application packets to different universities.  Figure 4.4 represents the 
utilization and awareness of services provided by professional consultants/guidance counselor. 
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Figure 4.4: Awareness and utilization of professional consultant‟s service 
 
Similarly, awareness regarding services like university selection, guidance in completion 
of application forms, assistance in writing SOP and GRE coaching were higher among 
International graduate students.  GRE and TOEFL coaching was least used by graduate students.  
 Unlike their domestic student counterparts, International students received a wide array 
of services from these guidance counselors.  Consultation services related to visa application 
process was used by a larger number of International students.  Services like “preparing visa 
Interview documents” and “preparing for visa Interview” had greater awareness and were highly 
used by International graduate students.  Additional ad-hoc services like “securing education 
loan”, “currency conversion” and “help in locating accommodations after coming to the United 
States” were least utilized.  Figure 4.5 represents the awareness and utilization of services 
provided by professional consultants to International graduate students.  There was less 
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awareness regarding these services.  It is possible that these services are provided by select 
professional consultants/guidance counselors. 
 
Figure 4.5: Awareness and utilization of professional consultant services by International 
students. 
 
 
Information sources 
 A wide variety of information sources are available to graduate students to search and 
identify potential graduate programs, which could cater to their academic needs.  During the 
qualitative phase of this research project, eight information sources appeared more often than any 
others in comments about sources of information about graduate programs in the pharmaceutical 
sciences.  This information combined with information obtained from the published literature 
resulted in an assessment of the use of 13 unique information sources which may be used by 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students in their graduate program identification and selection 
decisions.  Figure 4.7 represents the perceived importance of various information sources when 
selecting a pharmaceutical sciences graduate program.  Respondents were asked to rate the 
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importance of each information source on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1= not at all important and 7 = 
very important.  For ease of interpretation, ratings from 1 -3 were combined and labeled as not 
important whereas ratings from 5-7 were labeled as important. 
 
 
 Figure 4.6: Perceived importance of various information sources 
“Department website” (90%) was the most important information source for potential 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  “university website” (83%) was the second most 
important source of information followed by “graduate students in the program” (58%).  There 
were differences in the importance of information sources among domestic and International 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  Table 4.16 presents the importance of information 
sources as perceived by domestic and International graduate students. 
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TABLE 4.16 : PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OF INFORTMATION SOURCES 
BY PHARMACEUTICAL SCIENCES STUDENTS 
 
 Domestic 
Students 
International 
Students 
Total 
Ratings (5-7) N            % N            % N            % 
 54 61 115 
Department website 48 89% 56 91% 104 90% 
University website 36 66.7% 59 97% 98 83% 
Graduate students in program 27 52% 39 64% 66 58% 
Campus visit 31 59.6% 24 40.7% 55 50% 
Brochures of graduate program 18 35% 28 46% 46 41% 
Professors at undergrad school 19 36.5% 18 31% 37 33% 
Students applying with me 7 13.7% 28 46% 35 31% 
School catalogs 10 20% 24 40% 34 30% 
College guide books 2 3.8% 15 25.4% 17 15% 
Social networking sites 3 5.9% 18 30% 21 19% 
Consultants 2 3.8% 18 30% 20 18% 
Blogs 3 6% 11 18% 14 12.5% 
 
It was observed that there exists a difference in importance of information source based 
on country of origin.  Department website and university website were most important 
information sources to all graduate students.  However, information sources like school catalogs, 
college book guides, social networking sites, consultants and fellow students applying to similar 
graduate programs were more important to International students than domestic graduate 
students.  These findings are important and can be definitive in developing a recruitment strategy 
for graduate program and could be used effectively by graduate program coordinators.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
 
 The primary goal of this study was to explore the factors that influence program choice of 
graduate students in the pharmaceutical sciences.  The evaluative criteria considered by students 
for selecting graduate programs were assessed for their perceived importance in the application 
phase and acceptance phase respectively.  This chapter examines the results of this study.  The 
first section discusses the major findings related to the application phase and the acceptance 
phase.  It explains the differences in importance of evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical graduate 
students based on country of origin.  Implication for future research and the major limitations of 
study are discussed in the next section. The final section speaks about the opportunity for future 
research.  
Application numbers and acceptances received from pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
programs 
 Almost half (48.4%) of the respondents in this sample had applied to greater than one 
graduate program.  However, a significant difference (X
2
= 31.929, p < 0.001) existed in multiple 
applications among graduate students based on their country of origin.  Approximately 43% of 
domestic students apply to one pharmaceutical science graduate program; whereas 21.3% of 
International students apply to only 1 pharmaceutical program.  In a similar vein, almost one-
third (32.3%) of International students apply to more than seven graduate programs whereas, less 
than 10 percent (6%) of domestic students did the same.  A plausible reason for extensive 
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application activity by International students might be a lack of awareness about the graduate 
programs in the United States.  For International students, the university‟s/department‟s website 
is the only source of information available to review educational program and the research 
conducted at the university.  Moreover, a common practice for graduate programs in the U.S. is 
to make available on their websites, the minimum criteria required to secure an acceptance in the 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program.  However, these graduate programs do not offer 
information about the competitive minimum required to secure an offer letter, thus confounding 
the application strategy of International graduate students.  These results were consistent with 
some of the findings from the qualitative phase of the study.  One International respondent 
reported “I wanted to increase my probability of getting an acceptance letter; therefore I applied 
to nine graduate programs”.  Other International respondents who participated in the focus 
groups or depth interviews expressed uncertainty about the graduate student selection process of 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs, therefore they preferred applying to multiple 
programs.  Table 5.1 represents the summary of graduate programs applied and acceptance offers 
received by pharmaceutical sciences graduate students. 
  
 64 
 
TABLE 5.1: SUMMARY OF APPLICATION AND ADMISSION TO GRADUATE 
PROGRAMS 
 Domestic 
Students 
International 
students 
Total 
 N % N % N % 
Total no. of graduate programs applied 
1 graduate program 52 42.6% 33 21.3% 85 30.7% 
2 to 6 graduate programs 62 50.8% 72 46.5% 134 48.4% 
7 or more graduate programs 8 6.6% 50 32.3% 58 20.9% 
Total no. of admission offers received 
1 admission offer received 72 59.0% 64 41.3% 136 49.1% 
2 admission offers received 26 21.3% 44 28.4% 70 25.3% 
3 admission offer received 14 11.5% 26 16.8% 40 14.4% 
More than 3 admission offers 
received 
10 8.2% 21 13.5% 31 11.2% 
Total students n = 277, Domestic students n= 122, International students n= 155. 
Graduate programs applied: X
2
= 31.929, significance: p ≤ 0.001 
Admission offers received: X
2
= 8.796, significance: p = 0.032 
 
 Overall results show a sturdy competition among students to secure admission in a 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program.  Approximately 51% of the applicants received more 
than one acceptance.  One-fourth of the total applicants received 2 offer letters.  Thus, 75% of 
the total applicants received only 1 or 2 offer letters.  A greater number of International students 
(30.3%) had received 3 or more acceptance letters as compared to domestic students (19.7%), 
potentially owing to the fact that more International students submit applications to multiple 
graduate programs.  Only 18.2% of the total applicants received more than 3 admission offers.  
Evidence that supports the behavior of the International students comes from the acceptances 
received.  Whereas 20 of the 70 (28%) domestic students who applied to more than one program 
received only one offer of admission, almost half (47.5%) of the International applicants who 
submitted more than one application received only one offer. 
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Application phase related evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students 
A total of 5 criteria received importance ratings of 6 and above.  These all could be 
described as very important factors maybe even essential as all were statistically different 
(greater) from 5 (importance) on a 7-point scale.  These important evaluative criteria included 
interest in the program and its research, the perceived value of degree from school, the 
availability of scholarship/assistantship, and the reputation of the graduate program.  Kallio 
(1995) conducted a study of graduate students across all disciplines at a Midwestern university.  
The results showed that the primary factors affecting graduate program selection were 
institutional reputation, diversity of course offering, value of degree from this school, size of the 
department, reputation of the faculty, quality of teaching and research opportunities.  There were 
12 other evaluative criteria, which could be described as being influential as each was rated at 
least a five (but less than six).  These included good faculty personality, reputation of the faculty, 
more opportunity for personalized contact with a faculty member, amount of stipend, tuition, 
university International reputation, campus safety, job prospects after graduation, and job 
placement.  These findings are consistent with existing literature.  It was observed that factors 
related to graduate school faculty, finances and job prospects received primary importance from 
graduate students in the application phase. 
In a recent study of International students pursuing Masters in Business Administration 
(MBA) at southeastern universities, it was found that the availability of financial aid, 
institutional reputation, opportunity of post graduation employment, tuition fees and public 
safety in the area were important factors in selecting a MBA program by International students 
(Daily, Farewell, & Kumar, 2010).  These findings are very similar to those in the current study 
with pharmaceutical sciences graduate students.  Similarly, the importance of graduate school 
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faculty and their influence over student recruiting has been identified in previous studies 
(Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988; Aslanbeigui & Montecinos, 1998). 
Significant differences were found in the importance of evaluative criteria on the basis of 
the country of origin in the application phase.  As such, it is important that  department chairs, 
graduate program coordinators and graduate school deans understand the differences in 
evaluative criteria of graduate students in order to develop a recruitment strategy that is both 
efficient and effective.  In the application phase, 21 evaluative criteria showed differences in 
importance on the basis of the country of origin.  Domestic students gave higher importance to 
the impression from campus visits or personal contact with faculty as compared to International 
students.  This result is to be expected in that fewer campus visits are likely to occur for 
International students and a telephone interview or email correspondence can only do so much to 
foster strong feelings about faculty or their program.  Geographic location of the university was 
more important to the domestic student in the application phase as compared to International 
student.  This finding is consistent with qualitative component of research, where International 
students reported applying to more than seven graduate programs located in various states across 
the United States.  It is reasonable to expect that a student who is coming half way around the 
world is less likely to be concerned about location given that the entire United States is far from 
home.  For International graduate students, the value of the degree from the school, the 
availability of assistantship/scholarship, the reputation of the graduate program, job placement, 
the amount of stipend, tuition and fees and campus safety were more important than geographic 
location.  Along with the aforementioned factors, additional factors such as career assistance, 
cost of living, availability of both MS and PhD program, type of school and availability of on-
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campus employment were more important to International graduate students as compared to 
domestic graduate student.   
It was found that department website, university website and graduate students in the 
program applied were the most important information sources to students.  Each of these sources 
of information should include or in the case of existing graduate students be well versed in the 
issues that are important to graduate student recruits, namely, the value of degree from school, 
research conducted, availability assistantship/scholarships, job prospects after graduation, job 
placements, campus safety, cost of living and the diversity of courses offered; graduate programs 
could expect an increase in the number of applications as a result. 
 Significant differences in the evaluative criteria were found between students with prior 
graduate education and those without at the application phase.  Students with prior graduate 
education gave higher importance to reputation of the faculty member, interest in the research 
being conducted, diversity of courses offered, and job prospects after graduation.  On the other 
hand, students without prior graduate experience bestow greater importance to the impression 
from campus visit or personal contact from faculty, geographic location of the university, 
weather and climatic condition in the application phase.  These findings are consistent with the 
qualitative part of our research.  The possible explanation for these differences could be, that 
students with prior graduate education mostly aware of their research areas.  Therefore, these 
students may be applying to pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs where they could 
expand their research skills further or choose programs which provide better job prospects after 
graduation.  “Landing” these experienced students for one‟s program largely requires a hands-on 
approach be taken with a lot of communication from the faculty within the department.   
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Acceptance phase related evaluative criteria of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students 
When evaluative criteria that were examined for the acceptance phase of the admission 
process, five factors were considered very important, namely interest in the program being 
offered, interest in research being conducted, value of degree from school, availability of 
scholarship/assistantship and reputation of the graduate program.  These top factors were same as 
those valued highly in the application phase; however, it is important to note that the availability 
of assistantship/scholarship received higher importance in acceptance phase as compared to the 
application phase.  While the support that one is able to offer is likely to attract/dissuade 
potential graduate students, this important of a competitive package of support is even more 
critical when it comes to the decision to accept an offer of admission.  It is not apparent from this 
study how sensitive potential graduate students are to differences in support; however, 
department chairs, program coordinators and graduate deans have opportunities to educate 
potential graduate students about other attributes so that acceptance decisions are not made 
merely on the amount of support being offered.  There were 10 other evaluative criteria, which 
are noteworthy (average ratings between 5 and 6).  These included good faculty personality, 
reputation of the faculty, job prospects after graduation, job placement after completion of study, 
more opportunity for personalized contact with a faculty member, diversity of courses offered, 
amount of stipend, tuition, university International reputation, cost of living and tuition fees.  
Though the important factors were similar to the application phase; their relative importance was 
different from the importance in the acceptance phase.  Availability of scholarship/assistantship, 
cost of living, tuition fees and amount of stipend had distinctly received higher importance in the 
acceptance phase when making a final decision on which school to attend.  This shows that 
graduate education finance is a major concern of pharmaceutical sciences graduate students, and 
it seems to be one of the deciding factors in the university selection.  These findings are 
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consistent with previous literature, which highlights the, importance of financial needs of 
students when selecting a university (Daily, Farewell & Kumar, 2010; Hoyt & Brown, 2003; 
Kallio, 1995; Gagnon & Cocolas, 1988). 
 Another important objective of the study was to identify differences in the importance of 
evaluative criteria of International and domestic applicants in the acceptance phase.  Significant 
differences in the importance of evaluative criteria on the basis of the country of origin in the 
acceptance phase were found.  The universities International reputation, campus safety, job 
placement after completion of study, availability of assistantship/scholarship, availability of on-
campus employment and availability of both MS and PhD programs were more important to 
International students than domestic students.  It is evident from the results that domestic and 
International students assess the importance of evaluative criteria differently.  Therefore, 
department chair and graduate program coordinators should understand these differences and 
plan their recruitment strategies accordingly. Concisely, there should/must be different 
recruitment strategies developed for domestic and International students. 
 It was interesting to find that there were no significant differences in the evaluative 
criteria at the acceptance phase based on the prior graduate education.  At the acceptance phase, 
we understand that certain evaluative criteria like availability of assistantship/scholarship, 
financial aid, tuition fees, gain priority for all students.  As previously discussed, 89% of 
respondent students receive 3 or fewer offer letters, therefore; with the reduction in choice of 
graduate programs, there is a possibility that extremely important evaluative criteria (rating 6 and 
above) gain precedence over other evaluative criteria.  This could be one possible explanation for 
not finding any differences in evaluative criteria between students with and without prior 
graduate school experience at the acceptance phase.  
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Differences between the Application and the Acceptance phase related evaluative criteria 
 For the most part, the application phase evaluative criteria received higher overall 
importance ratings than did the same factors at the acceptance phase.  A few evaluative criteria 
like amount of stipend, geographic location of the university, weather/climatic condition 
received a higher importance in the acceptance phase as compared to the application phase.  It 
was interesting to find that there was no significant difference in the importance of evaluative 
criteria like interest in the program offered, impression of campus visit or personalized contact, 
value of degree from school and reputation of the faculty member.  From these findings, we 
begin to understand that certain evaluative criteria are important regardless of the phase of the 
admission process and failure to possess these attributes could result in the loss of a valued 
student.  
For domestic students, no differences were found between the evaluative criteria used for 
application or acceptance.  This does make the job of the department chair, graduate coordinator, 
or graduate dean easier when it comes to marketing messages focused on recruiting these 
students.   On the other hand, between phase differences were found for International students.  
The overall application phase evaluative criteria had a higher rating as compared to the 
acceptance phase evaluative criteria.  Geographic location of the university, type of city and 
climatic conditions received higher ratings in the acceptance phase than they did during the 
application phase.  These findings could be used to advantage by graduate programs in different 
ways.  Graduate programs should be able to answer the concerns related to geographic locations 
and questions related to quality of social life effectively to International students when trying to 
convince a student to accept an offer of admission. 
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 No significant differences were found between the different admission phases for 
students with prior graduate school experience and those who were novices.  Because students 
with prior graduate school experiences have their research areas defined and they happen to be 
well informed about the programs they wish to apply.  In other words, their important evaluative 
criteria for application and acceptance are foxed.  As such, it is understandable that their ratings 
did not change.  Graduate programs that can secure an application from a student with past 
graduate education will have a strong likelihood of gain their admission.  On the contrary, we 
were able to identify between phase differences in the evaluative criteria of students without 
prior graduate school experience.  It was found that job prospects after graduation, more 
opportunity for personalized contact with faculty and career assistance had a higher rating in the 
application phase as compared to the acceptance phase for students without prior graduate school 
experience.  The importance of these criteria might be diluted in the acceptance phase because of 
fewer options available to select a final program as compared to the application phase.  It is 
reasonable to conclude that, while selecting a graduate program to attend, factors which were 
considered very important might hold the same importance in the acceptance phase too.  
Therefore, factors such as interest in research conducted, interest in the program offered, 
availability of assistantship/scholarship, value of degree from school, amount of stipend, 
diversity of courses offered and cost of living did not differ significantly in importance at the 
application and acceptance phases for students without prior graduate education.  
Implications of the study 
 This study has implications for many individuals, which mainly include, department 
chairs of pharmaceutical sciences graduate program, graduate student deans, graduate program 
coordinators and other individuals involved in the recruitment of graduate students in their 
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respective programs.  The results of the study speak very strongly for separate recruitment 
strategies for domestic and International students.  Graduate programs need to take some 
proactive steps to recruit good students in their respective programs.  The recruitment strategies 
should be well balanced and tailored for appropriate audiences, which in this case are potential 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate students in our research. 
For domestic students, more focus should be given to campus visits and personal contact 
with the faculty members.  Graduate school faculty member have a positive influence on 
students and definitely a prime factor in recruitment of domestic students (Gagnon & Cocolas, 
1988; Poock & Love, 2001).  “Students are not swayed by their interaction with faculty; they are 
swayed by positive interaction with friendly faculty” (Poock & Love, 2001).  “Good faculty 
personality”, “more opportunity for personalized contact with faculty” and “reputation of the 
faculty member” received high importance ratings from pharmaceutical sciences students in both 
phases of the admission cycle.  Therefore, it is extremely important to include faculty members 
when recruiting graduate students.  In other words, it should be responsibility of the entire 
department to recruit potential students, not just the task of the department chair or graduate 
program coordinator.  Faculty members should make concerted efforts to communicate with 
their own undergraduate students and increase their interest in graduate studies.  It is also 
apparent that the communication of proper information is essential in the recruitment process.  
Department websites, university websites, and graduate students in the program are prime 
sources of information for potential graduate students.  Graduate programs should use these 
information sources to their advantage and communicate the value of their program effectively.  
A discussion session with the current graduate students could prove beneficial for the 
recruitment of students.  These meetings will serve to increase the breadth of knowledge about 
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the program that would be important to potential students, but also increases the consistency of 
the message.  Department websites should provide information related to programs offered, 
research conducted at the university, job prospects after graduation, cost of living, availability of 
assistantship or fellowship in a simplified manner.  Additionally, it may be useful for applicants, 
especially those who are International, to include competitive minimums as well and 
programmatic minimums for admission.  This information may limit the number of applications 
from students who clearly are not competitive thus streamlining the process for the department, 
but also having competitive minimums listed may enhance the reputation of the program, a 
recognized important factor when deciding on application and/or acceptance. 
For International students, graduate programs should address the concerns of these 
students in the most effective manner.  It is observed that financial issues are the major concern 
of International students.  If it is desired for a graduate program to have a diverse population that 
includes International students, department chairs or graduate program coordinators should 
provide financial assistance in the form of tuition waivers, assistantships, scholarships or 
information about fellowships to International students.  In addition to the department website, 
graduate school catalogs and graduate program brochures were important sources of information 
for International students.  Graduate programs should use these sources to communicate the 
value of their program to International students.  It is possible to to send a soft copy of the 
newsletter or brochures of the graduate program to interested International students.  This 
newsletter should communicate information related to courses offered, research conducted, job 
prospects after graduation, assistantships and stipends, internships, cost of living and campus 
safety.  In other words, the school‟s position on the important evaluative criteria should be 
highlighted.  Campus safety has emerged as an important factor for International students when 
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selecting a graduate program.  Thus, graduate programs should handle this issue effectively and 
address safety related concerns of International students honestly.  Graduate programs 
should/must produce a concise information packet in as simplified language as possible and 
include this with any offer of acceptance given to students, especially International student.  
Graduate programs should also facilitate communication between prospects and current graduate 
students by providing contact information (email addresses) of current students or even alumni.  
Moreover, programs could organize online chat sessions with current students, alumni or even 
faculty where potential International graduate student‟s concerns could be answered in an 
informal manner.  It was also observed that some International students use assistance of 
“guidance counselor/professional consultants” when applying to pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate programs.  Department chairs or graduate program coordinators should/must open a 
dialogue with these entities to the extent that it is possible in order to communicate the value of 
their program to these consultants, which may lead to increase in applications.  
In a nutshell, graduate programs should devise different recruitment strategies for 
domestic and International students.  The department website, faculty and current graduate 
students all should be considered as essential tools in the recruitment toolbox. 
 
Limitations of the study 
This study, like any other study had few limitations.  The first limitation was related to 
survey instrument.  The survey instrument was created developed using previous literature and 
findings from qualitative research.  The instrument was reviewed by faculty members at The 
University of Mississippi for face validity; however, reliability statistics were not available for 
instrument.  It may be possible that the instrument would fail to measure evaluative criteria of 
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pharmaceutical sciences graduate students in the application and acceptance phase over time.  
Also, this instrument may not be applicable to different population of students. 
 Another limitation of this study is related to the study sample.  Few respondents in the 
study were enrolled in their current graduate program for four or more years.  There is a 
possibility of recall bias among these students when answering questions related to the 
application and the acceptance phase.  Moreover, because of the nature of the population of 
interest, namely potential graduate students and the lack of ready access to this group, a suitable 
substitute was necessary.  It is possible that the experience gained while enrolled in graduate 
school may influence the importance of the evaluative criteria examined in this study.  
Additionally, the sample achieved for this study can best be described as a convenience sample 
and as such, projections beyond the sample may not be appropriate.  Despite the best efforts of 
the principal investigator, it was not possible to secure participation from one person at every 
AACP-recognized graduate program in the pharmaceutical sciences.  It is not possible to 
determine whether each and every enrolled graduate student in the programs where participation 
was secured, received the emailed invitation to participate. 
 Graduate program selection is a complex process.  34 evaluative criteria were examined 
in this study.  There might be additional factors which were not included in this study that may 
be very important in the application and/or acceptance decision for pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students.   
 Despite of these and other potential limitations, the results of this study provide important 
direction for department chairs, graduate program coordinators, and graduate deans in their 
recruitment related efforts.  Moreover, the results obtained in this study are consistent with past 
research, conducted both in the pharmaceutical sciences and in other areas of graduate education. 
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Opportunities for future research 
Although, differences were found in the evaluative criteria on the basis of the country of 
origin and prior graduate school experience, there is a need of additional research.  To our 
knowledge this is the second study conducted determine the evaluative criteria deemed important 
by pharmaceutical sciences graduate students in over 20 years.  There are logical extensions of 
this research 
1. Develop a model of the graduate program choice and test it in pharmaceutical sciences 
graduate students for its applicability. This model could also be used for other areas of 
graduate education. 
2. Replicate this study at just one institution.  This study will provide clear information on 
factors considered important by graduate students when accepting or declining and offer 
from that particular institution.  The knowledge obtained from the study could be well 
utilized by the department chair or graduate program coordinator to develop a recruitment 
strategy at that particular institution. 
3. It is observed that there is a significant increase in International student population in 
graduate programs in pharmaceutical sciences.  The majority of International students in 
the pharmaceutical sciences are from Asia (e.g., India or China). A new study could be 
conducted which focuses on the evaluative criteria of these students and does not simply 
lump students from different countries into an “International student” category.  It may 
very well be that the decision-making processes and information needs of different 
International students are different.  As such, a better understanding of needs of these 
International students will help to develop strategies to recruit bright minds to respective 
pharmaceutical sciences programs.  
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Dear graduate student: 
 
As you are keenly aware, there are many reasons that one seeks graduate education.  As a part of 
my thesis project I am conducting a focus group aimed at discovering what factors are influential 
in one‟s decision to seek graduate education and what factors are considered when accepting an 
offer of admission.  This focus group will be conducted on 20
th
 May 2009, Wednesday evening 
at 5.30 pm and the discussion is anticipated to take no more than 90 minutes of your time (but 
expect to finish in only one hour‟s time). 
 
You are under no obligation to participate in the entire discussion and may withdraw at any time 
and for any reason. However, your viewpoint is essential for better understanding the factors 
affecting the graduate pharmaceutical sciences program selection process. 
 
Thank you for your time and for your consideration of this request.  If you are willing to 
participate, please reply to this email.  If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 
662-202-8139 or 662-915-5108 or reply to this email with your question(s). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tushar Padwal 
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DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACY ADMINISTRATION  
THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION AUDIO TAPING CONSENT FORM 
 
It has been explained to me that the general topic for this focus group will be the factors 
influencing the selection of graduate pharmaceutical sciences program in the United States.  I 
understand that this discussion session is being conducted for research purposes as part of a pilot 
work.  I have volunteered to participate in this group and I am aware that I may terminate my 
involvement at any time. 
 
I understand that this discussion session will be audio-taped or in the case of an Internet 
discussion, a transcript of the discussion will be saved.  The purpose of these activities is to 
provide the researcher an opportunity to review the discussion in detail for report generation.  
During the discussions, participants will be identified by first names only and all research reports 
will refer to group participants either in the aggregate (as a group only) or in an anonymous 
manner (e.g., Participant 1, Participant 2, etc.). 
 
This study has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi‟s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB).  The IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject protections 
obligations required by state and federal law and University policies.  If you have any questions, 
concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research, please contact the IRB at 
(662) 915-7482. 
  
I have read the above and freely agree to have this focus group discussion videotaped. 
 
Signature:  ________________________________ Date:   _________________ 
 
Name (print): ________________________________ 
 
Witness Signature:  ________________________________ 
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AN EXPLORATORY STUDY TO UNDERSTAND FACTORS INFLUENCING THE 
SELECTION OF GRADUATE PHARMACEUTICAL SCIENCE PROGRAMS 
 
Research objectives: 
 Identify previously unidentified/unexplored factors considered important by students in 
the process of selecting a pharmacy graduate program at the application phase and at the 
acceptance phase 
 To increase knowledge about “known” factors those are considered influential in 
graduate program choice decisions. 
 Define topics/issues to be addressed in a subsequent quantitative study. 
1. Introduction 
A. Greetings and stating the purpose of this focus group 
Welcome to everyone and thank you for agreeing to participate in this discussion.  
My name is Tushar and I am a graduate student at the Department of Pharmacy 
Administration at The University of Mississippi. As a part of my thesis, I am 
interested in learning about the factors that influence the selection of graduate 
pharmaceutical sciences programs. 
B. Housekeeping and Ground Rules 
 Role of moderator (facilitator of a conversation among the group) 
 Recording Equipment (in the case of Internet (chat room) focus group mention 
that the transcript of the groups discussion will be saved for future analysis). 
 Anonymity of participants and confidentiality of comments 
 Individual opinions (there are no right or wrong answer), “speak your mind”- 
any and all comments are welcomed.  Your contribution will help in getting 
better idea of graduate school selection process. 
 Please take turns and be courteous of each other‟s ideas and opinions.  In the 
case of a face-to-face or telephonic phone group, “Speak one at a time, and as 
clearly as possible.”  
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2. General questions 
Each of you has been identified as being graduate students in any of the pharmaceutical science 
disciplines in a college or school of pharmacy in the United States. 
If everyone could, please introduce yourself.  I do not necessarily need to know the school in 
which you are enrolled; however, we would like to know your discipline or major and whether 
you attend a public or private institution. 
1. Why did you choose to pursue higher education in the pharmaceutical sciences? 
2. Why did you choose to pursue higher education in the U.S.? 
3. When did you made your decision about coming to US for higher education? (In 
which year of Bachelor‟s education) 
4. To how many pharmaceutical science graduate programs did you submit an 
application? 
PROBE: 
 Were all of these applications in the same discipline/major? 
 Did anyone submit applications to multiple programs at the same 
College/School of Pharmacy? 
 Describe for me the importance of GRE scores when considering graduate 
programs. 
 Describe for me the importance of TOEFL scores when considering 
graduate programs 
 Did anyone enroll in a course for GRE or TOEFL 
 For those who took a GRE or TOEFL course, how well did these courses 
prepare you for the GRE or TOEFL? 
 Describe for me the influence of application cost on the decision to apply 
to a graduate program. 
5. From where did you find information about these graduate pharmacy programs? 
      LOOK FOR EDUCATION COUNSELOR INFORMATION FROM THE GROUP. 
(PROBE) 
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If no one speaks about education counselor, probe further.  I HAVE HEARD 
ABOUT THE EXISTANCE OF PEOPLE WHO ASSIST WITH THE GRADUATE 
APPLICATION PROCESS, 
6.  Do any of you have experience (directly or indirectly) with these education 
counselors? 
 
 
3. Education counselor specific questions 
 
7. How did you come to know about the education counselor? 
8. How important was the education counselor in the application process? 
9. Can you provide for me examples some of the specific services provided by these 
education counselors? 
PROBE: 
 Helping to choose graduate programs which to apply 
 Preparation of statement of purpose, resume, and/or letter(s) of 
recommendation 
 Assisting in the offer acceptance decision 
 Preparing for Visa interviews 
 For those of you who did use an education counselor or are familiar with 
education counselors, what would represent the typical fees associated with 
this service? 
 Do you think they are useful and will you recommend counselors to future 
students? 
4. Pharmacy program specific questions 
 
10. What are the three MOST IMPORTANT factors to consider when one applies to 
graduate programs in the pharmaceutical sciences in the U.S.? 
11. What other factors would you consider important other than the ones that have 
been mentioned thus far? 
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12. What factors are considered important when choosing between 2 or more pharmacy 
schools to attend 
13. What made you select your current graduate pharmacy school/program over other 
programs 
14. Probe on importance of following 
 Financial assistance (stipend, tuition waiver, employment) 
 Quality of graduate program 
 How is quality determined? 
 Describe for me how one would trade-off financial aid versus program 
quality (Which is more important- financial aid with less quality or better 
quality of program but without financial aid) 
 Recommendation/input from friends, family members, relatives 
 Tuition/fees 
 University website 
 Application fees 
 Location of the school (Metropolitan city/ College town) 
 Proximity to friends/family 
 Climatic conditions of the region 
15. Who suggested your current pharmacy graduate program to you? 
16. Did you contact any of the professors in the department BEFORE applying to that 
program? 
5. Conclusion 
„Thank you for your participation in the focus group. I am confident that your presence 
has helped us in advancing my research project.”  There is a chance that you will be 
selected to participate in the follow-up survey.  I hope that you will consider doing so, if 
asked. 
 
THANK YOU 
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Dear Faculty members 
As you are keenly aware, there are many reasons that one seeks graduate education 
pharmaceutical sciences. As students are strive to get admission in good universities, these 
universities focus to recruit good students in their respective programs.  I am a graduate student 
at the University of Mississippi.  As a part of my thesis project, I am interested in examining the 
factors that influence the program choice of graduate students in the pharmaceutical sciences. 
The purpose of this study is to expand the limited knowledge of the program selection criteria 
used by domestic and international graduate students. This study will evaluate the significance of 
several factors in two phases- application phase (when a student decides to apply to 
pharmaceutical sciences program in the United States) and acceptance phase (when student 
makes a final decision on which program to attend from multiple acceptance letters). 
The literature on pharmacy students‟ decision making criteria is primordial and limited as the last 
study was conducted in 1988 by Gagnon & Cocolas. Moreover there has been a tremendous 
increase in number of international students pursing higher degrees in pharmaceutical sciences in 
past few years. However on the other side there has been a decrease in number of domestic 
applicants. Therefore with the change in demographics of graduate population there is greater 
chance that the graduate program selection criteria might have changed. 
As a part of preliminary research for this study, we conducted few focus groups. One of the 
significant finding of these focus groups was that, a good number of international students take 
help of guidance counselor/consultants when applying to graduate schools. This is not explored 
in previous studies and many of the faculty members are not aware of this fact. 
In our current study, we are looking at importance of guidance counselor/consultants, influential 
individual (friends, alumina, and family members), college website, positive conversation with 
faculty member and many other influential factors considered by student in selecting a 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program.  
This study also has practical implications for admission officers and recruiters at various 
pharmacy schools to plan their recruitment policies and simultaneously market their graduate 
program to bright and diligent students. If you are willing to participate in this study and could 
forward the survey link to graduate students in your program, it will be a great help for my 
thesis. I will send you a written report of our study findings. This might help you attracting 
bright pool of students in your current program.  
If you are willing to participate in this study, please respond this email.  
Sincerely, 
Tushar Padwal, B.Pharm.                                                 Dr. David McCaffrey, RPh, PhD. 
Graduate Student                                                             Professor of Pharmacy Administration 
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Dear Dr. xxxx: 
 
A few weeks ago you should have received an email request asking for your assistance in a 
Master's Thesis research project.  This project focuses on the evaluative criteria used by students 
when applying to and accepting offers of admission to pharmaceutical sciences graduate 
programs.  To date, we have received very few responses thus this additional contact is 
necessary. 
 
In addition to updating the work of Gagnon and Cocolas (1988), this study will explore the 
influence of counselors/educational consultants in the student's decisions at both the application 
phase and the acceptance phase.  Additionally, this study has practical implications for admission 
officers and recruiters at the various pharmacy schools as they plan their recruitment policies 
procedures and simultaneously market their graduate program to bright and diligent students. 
 
Questionnaire pretesting has indicated that the survey will take no more than 10 minutes for your 
graduate students to complete (most pretest subjects reported completion times between 5 and 8 
minutes).  As you would expect, this project has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) at The University of Mississippi. 
 
We appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this request; understand that if there were 
another way to contact pharmaceutical sciences graduate students, we would have chosen it 
rather than make this request of you.  To show our appreciation of your effort, we are willing to 
send you a summary report of the findings from the study. 
 
If you are willing to assist by forwarding an email invitation to participate to the graduate 
students in your program(s). please contact Tushar Padwal (tbpadwal@olemiss.edu) or simply 
reply to this message.  In the event that you are not the most appropriate person to field this 
request, we kindly ask that you forward this message to that person or reply back with the name 
and contact person who would be more appropriate. 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David J. McCaffrey III, RPh, PhD 
Professor of Pharmacy Administration 
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August 25, 2010 
Dear Pharmaceutical Sciences Graduate Student: 
As you most assuredly know, there are many reasons that one seeks graduate education. As a part of my 
thesis program, I am conducting national survey aimed at discovering what factors were influential in the 
decision to seek graduate education in the pharmaceutical sciences and what factors were considered 
when accepting an offer of admission.  We know that you are very busy with your academic work and 
your research among other things; however, you are the best person to contact regarding this topic.  We 
hope that you will be willing to invest the 5-8 minutes of time to complete this questionnaire such that we 
can update our understanding about this issue. 
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at The University of Mississippi has approved the study and finds 
it to fulfill all ethical obligations required by state and federal law and University policies for the 
protection of human research subjects.  If you may have any questions or concerns regarding your rights 
as a research subject, please contact the IRB at 662-915-7482. 
 
As always, your responses will be kept confidential and you will not be identified in any reports, articles 
or presentations; your response will be grouped with the responses of many others.  You are under no 
obligation to complete the survey and you may withdraw at any time and for any reason and this decision 
will not affect your current or future standing with your own program, University, or The University of 
Mississippi.  However, be reminded that your viewpoint is essential and by participating you will be 
contributing to the quality of the sample and hence the quality of the information derived from this study. 
Thank you for your time and for your thoughtful consideration of this request.  If you are willing to 
participate, please use the link that follows to locate the survey instrument.  If you have any questions 
about the research project, please feel free to contact me by phone at 662-202-8139 or by email at 
tbpadwal@olemiss.edu. 
http://survey.qualtrics.com/SE?SID=SV_8uktdW5nEN0EnOI 
Sincerely, 
Tushar Padwal, B.Pharm. 
Graduate Student  
 
Dr. David McCaffrey, RPh, PhD. 
Professor of Pharmacy Administration 
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Thank you for being a part of this important research, examining the criteria used by graduate 
students in their selection of a pharmaceutical sciences graduate program. 
 
Your thoughtful responses are very important. Although the information collected as a result of 
this project will be shared in presentations and publications, your anonymity is assured as is the 
confidentiality of the data.  I appreciate your taking the time to complete the survey; it should 
take between 10-15 minutes to complete. 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. Your choosing not to participate will not affect your 
relationship with your own program or university or The University of Mississippi. This study 
has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi‟s Institutional Review Board (IRB). The 
IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject protections obligations 
required by state and federal law and University policies. If you have any questions, concerns, or 
reports regarding your rights as a participant of this research, please contact the IRB at 662-915-
7482. 
 
Clicking >> (next) means that you are consenting to participate in this research project. 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: TOTAL] , 
[PN: RANGE : 18-99] 
 
Q1 What was your age as of January 1, 2010? 
 
 years 
 
Q2 What is your gender? 
  
 01 Male 
 02 Female 
 
Q3 Marital Status 
 
 01 Single 
 02 Married 
 03 Divorced/ Separated 
 04 Others (Please specify) ---------- 
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Q4 Ethnicity 
 
 01  African American/Black 
 02 American Indian or Alaska native 
 03 Asian   
 04 Caucasian/ White 
 05 Hispanic 
 06 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander     
 07 Others (Please specify) ---------- 
 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
[PN: IF 01- “UNITED STATES” IS SELECETED- CLASSIFY AS “DOMESTIC STUDENT 
  IF ANY OTHER VALUE IS SELECTED - CLASSIFY AS “INTERNATIONAL STUDENT”] 
 
Q5 Your Nationality (drop down) 
  
 Country 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q6 Your present graduate student status is . . . 
 
 01 MS student 
 02 PhD student 
 03 Others (Please specify)-------- 
 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q7 Which of the following best describes your current program (please choose only one)? 
 
 01  Medicinal chemistry   
 02 Pharmaceutics  
 03 Pharmacology  
 04 Pharmacognosy  
 05 Social Administrative Science 
 06 Others (Please specify)-------------- 
 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q8 For how many years you have been enrolled in your current graduate program? (drop 
down) 
  
 years 
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[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q32 Do you currently receive any funding, assistantship or scholarship? 
 
 01 Yes 
 02 No 
 
 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q9 Which of the following degrees have you attained? (please check all that apply) 
 
 01 BA/BS            
 02 BS pharmacy 
 03 MA/MS           
 04 MBA    
 05 PhD                
 06 PharmD         
 07 Others (Please specify)-------------- 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
 [PN: RANGE : 1-25] 
Q10 Considering only your current enrollment in graduate studies, to how many different 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs did you APPLY? 
 
 # of programs applied 
 
[BASE: TOTAL]  
[PN:RANGE : 1-25] 
[IF N= 1 SKIP Q18 AND Q19]  
Q11 Considering only your current enrollment in graduate studies, how many 
different OFFERS of admission did you receive? 
 
 # of admission offers received 
 
 
 
 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
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[BASE: TOTAL] 
[PN : IF “01” IS SELECTED SHOW Q13 AND Q15. IF “02” IS SELECTED SHOW Q14. IF “03” IS 
SELECTED SKIP TO Q16”] 
 
Q12 Did you use the services of a guidance counselor/ professional consultant during the 
time you were preparing to apply to graduate programs in the pharmaceutical sciences? 
 
 01 
Yes, I did use the services of a guidance counselor/professional 
consultant 
 02 No, but I was aware of these services being available 
 03 No, I was not aware if these services were available 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break-------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: RESPONDENTS WHO SELECTED “01” IN Q12] 
Q13 Which of the following services provided by a guidance counselor/professional 
consultant have you used or were you aware? 
  Used  Aware 
Not Used/ 
Unaware 
  1 2 3 
01 University selection □ □ □ 
02 Guidance in filling application forms □ □ □ 
03 Assistance in writing Statement of purpose                                           □ □ □ 
04 Assistance in writing recommendation letters                                        □ □ □ 
05 GRE coaching                                                                                         □ □ □ 
06 TOEFL coaching                                                                                     □ □ □ 
07 Preparing Visa interview documents                                                       □ □ □ 
08 Preparing for Visa interviews                                                                  □ □ □ 
09 Booking Visa interview slots                                                                   □ □ □ 
10 
Helping in accommodation after coming to the 
United states                 
□ □ □ 
11 Currency conversion                                                                                □ □ □ 
12 Sending application packets                                                                     □ □ □ 
13 Securing Educational loans                                                                         □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break-------------------------------------------------- 
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[BASE: RESPONDENTS WHO SELECTED “02” IN Q12] 
Q14 Which of the following services provided by a guidance counselor/professional 
consultants have were you aware? 
 
  Aware Unaware 
  1 2 
01 University selection □ □ 
02 Guidance in filling application forms □ □ 
03 Assistance in writing Statement of purpose                                           □ □ 
04 Assistance in writing recommendation letters                                        □ □ 
05 GRE coaching                                                                                         □ □ 
06 TOEFL coaching                                                                                     □ □ 
07 Preparing Visa interview documents                                                       □ □ 
08 Preparing for Visa interviews                                                                  □ □ 
09 Booking Visa interview slots                                                                   □ □ 
10 
Helping in accommodation after coming to the 
United states                 
□ □ 
11 Currency conversion                                                                                □ □ 
12 Sending application packets                                                                     □ □ 
13 Securing Educational loans                                                                         □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: RESPONDENTS WHO SELECTED “01” IN Q12] 
Q15 Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all helpful and 7= very helpful, please report how 
helpful each of the following services provided by guidance counselor/professional 
consultants was to you while applying to graduate programs. 
 
 
  
Not at all 
helpful 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
helpful 
7 
 
Not 
used 
8 
01 University selection □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 
Guidance in filling application 
forms 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 
Assistance in writing Statement of 
purpose                                           
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 
Assistance in writing 
recommendation letters                                        
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 GRE coaching                                                                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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06 TOEFL coaching                                                                                     □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 
Preparing Visa interview 
documents                                                       
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 Preparing for Visa interviews                                                                  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Booking Visa interview slots                                                                   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Helping in accommodation after 
coming to the United states                 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Currency conversion                                                                                □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Sending application packets                                                                     □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Securing Educational loans                                                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q16 Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all important and 7= very important, please report 
how important each of the following were when you were selecting pharmaceutical 
sciences graduate programs to which to APPLY. 
 
 
  
Not at all 
important 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
importan
t 
7 
01 
Geographical location of the 
university                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Weather/ Climatic conditions        □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 Type of school (public/Private)  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Reputation of graduate program                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Type of city                                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 
University International 
reputation 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 Value of degree from this school □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Availability of On-campus 
employment                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Interest in program being offered                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship   
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Amount of stipend □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Tuition/Fees                                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 
Interest in research being 
conducted                                    
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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14 
Diversity of courses being 
offered                                       
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
15 Good faculty personality □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
16 Reputation of faculty/professor  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
17 
More opportunity for 
personalized contact with faculty 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
18 Faculty to student ratio                                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
19 Ease of  application procedure  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
20 Assistance in obtaining visa                                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
21 Job prospects after graduation □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
22 
Job placement after completion 
of study                             
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
23 Library facilities and collections  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
24 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
25 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact             
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
26 
Ability to commute home on 
weekend                                
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
27 
Quality of day to day campus 
life                                        
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
28 Cost of living                           □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
29 Campus Safety  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
30 
Presence of student from home 
country                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
31 Religious consideration  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
32 
Job availability for 
spouse/partner 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
33 Career assistance                                                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
34 Size of campus  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: TOTAL] 
Q17 In addition to characteristics of the university/program, interpersonal resources are 
known to be influential.  Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all influential and 7= 
very influential, please report how influential each of the following were when you were 
selecting pharmaceutical sciences graduate programs to which to APPLY. 
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Not at all 
influential 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
influential 
7 
01 Undergraduate school faculty                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Graduate school faculty  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 Parents □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Spouse/partner/significant others □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Friends □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 
Friends already in graduate 
school  
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 Friends in home country □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Friends already in the United 
States 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Professional consultant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Students in graduate schools 
applied 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Relatives □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Relatives in the United States □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Relatives in home country □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
14 
People met on social networking 
sites 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: RESPONDENTS REPORTING RECEIPT OF MORE THAN 1 OFFER LETTER] 
 
Q18 Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all important and 7= very important, please report 
how important each of the following were when selecting your CURRENT PROGRAM 
from the multiple acceptance letters you received? 
 
  
Not at all 
important 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
important 
7 
01 
Geographical location of the 
university                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Weather/ Climatic conditions        □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 Type of school (public/Private)  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Reputation of graduate program                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Type of city                                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 
Universities International 
reputation 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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07 Value of degree from this school □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Availability of On-campus 
employment                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Interest in program being offered                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Availability of 
scholarship/assistantship   
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Amount of stipend □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Tuition/Fees                                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 
Interest in research being 
conducted                                    
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
14 Diversity of courses being offered                                       □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
15 Good faculty personality □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
16 Reputation of faculty/professor  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
17 
More opportunity for personalized 
contact with faculty 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
18 Faculty to student ratio                                                         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
19 Ease of  application procedure  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
20 Assistance in obtaining visa                                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
21 Job prospects after graduation □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
22 
Job placement after completion of 
study                             
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
23 Library facilities and collections  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
24 
Availability of both MS and PhD 
program 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
25 
Impression from campus visit or 
personal contact             
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
26 
Ability to commute home on 
weekend                                
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
27 Quality of day to day campus life                                        □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
28 Cost of living                           □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
29 Campus Safety  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
30 
Presence of student from home 
country                              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
31 Religious consideration  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
32 Job availability for spouse/partner □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
33 Career assistance                                                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
34 Size of campus  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
[BASE: RESPONDENTS REPORTING RECEIPT OF MORE THAN 1 OFFER LETTER] 
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Q19 Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all influential and 7= very influential, please 
report how influential each of the following were when you were selecting your 
CURRENT PROGRAM from the multiple acceptance letters you received? 
 
  
Not at all 
influential 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
influent
ial 
7 
01 Undergraduate school faculty                                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Graduate school faculty  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 Parents □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Spouse/partner/significant others □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Friends □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 Friends already in graduate school  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 Friends in home country □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Friends already in the United 
States 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Professional consultant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Students in graduate schools 
applied 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Relatives □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Relatives in the United States □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Relatives in home country □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
14 
People met on social networking 
sites 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
  
 
Q19 Split 
Graduate Student Colleagues: 
 
Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in my Master's Thesis research.  As you 
are well aware, during the conceptualization and execution of research projects, additional 
related and interesting questions come to light.  This project is no exception.  I would appreciate 
it if you would consider answering 4 more questions related to pharmaceutical science graduate 
program choice.  This should take no more than a couple of minutes.  If you cannot continue, I 
completely understand and you may use this link to exit the survey. 
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If you are willing to continue, please click >> (next) to be forwarded to the additional 
questions.  Again, thank you for your thoughtful participation. 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
GROUP 1 
Q20 We are interested in the reasons why people seek additional education, specifically 
graduate education.  Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all influential and 7= very 
influential, please report how influential each of the following was in your decision to 
pursue graduate education in the pharmaceutical sciences?  
  
Not at all 
influential 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
influential 
7 
01 Better  career opportunities   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Intellectual satisfaction □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 More challenging work □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Interested in research                                                      □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 
Obtain qualification to join 
academia 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 Opportunity to learn □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 Make myself marketable □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 Opportunity to be independent □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Potential for higher salary □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Potential to work in 
pharmaceutical industry 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Make a contribution to society □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 
Dissatisfaction with previous 
employment 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Job security □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
14 
Better working conditions at 
completion of studies 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
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Q21 We are also interested in the reasons students elect to study abroad.  Using a 7-point 
scale, where 1= not at all important and 7= very important, please report how important 
each of the following was in your decision to pursue graduate studies in the United States 
over other countries? 
  
Not at all 
important 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
important 
7 
01 Infrastructure and resources     □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Good research opportunities  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 Work culture □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Interaction with people □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Financial aid opportunities  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 Job opportunities □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 
Availability of an integrated Ph.D 
program □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Flexibility in research/research 
area selection              
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Easy admission process □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Eligibility to apply for M.S/PhD 
based on BS degree 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 
More knowledge about US than 
other countries 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Friends‟ recommendations □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Presence of family and relatives □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
14 Fascination with US                 □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
15 
Easy way to enter the United 
States  
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Q22 Now please think only about your CURRENT GRADUATE PROGRAM and answer the 
following question. 
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Using a 7- point scale, where 1= not at all satisfied and 7= very satisfied, please report 
how satisfied are you with the following attributes of the program in which you are 
enrolled currently? 
  
Not at all 
satisfied 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
satisfied 
7 
01 Research flexibility □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 
Resources available to 
conduct research  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 
Funding available to conduct 
graduate research □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 
Financial aid and tuition/fee 
assistance 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Social life on campus □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 Social life off-campus □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 
Attitude of faculty 
members 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Time it will take to 
complete your graduate 
degree 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 
Helpfulness of the program 
in achieving internships 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Helpfulness of the program 
in achieving jobs after 
graduation 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q23 Compared to the other Universities with which you may be familiar, how does your 
University rate in terms of the following: 
Please give a rating of A+, A, B+, B, C+,C and D. 
  Rating  
01 Academics □ 
02 Local atmosphere □ 
03 Health and safety □ 
04 Computer facilities/labs □ 
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05 Facilities (e.g, classrooms) □ 
06 Campus dining and cafeteria □ 
07 Off-campus dining □ 
08 Campus housing □ 
09 Off-campus housing □ 
10 Diversity □ 
11 Guys/Girls □ 
12 Athletics/Recreational sports □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
GROUP 2 
Q24 When did you first begin thinking about pursuing a graduate degree in the pharmaceutical 
sciences? 
 01 Before undergraduate studies began 
 02 First half of undergraduate/professional degree program 
 03 Second half of undergraduate/professional program  
 04 During graduate studies (non-pharmaceutical science discipline) 
 05 While in the workforce         
 06 Others (Please specify)-------------- 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
Q25 Graduate programs each use different criteria for selecting students for admission.  Using 
a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all important and 7= very important, please report how 
important you believe each of the following factors are when graduate programs are 
selecting applicants for admission. 
  
Not at all 
important 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
important 
7 
01 GPA (previous academic scores □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 GRE score                                                   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 TOEFL score                                              □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 Statement of purpose /Essay □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Letter of Recommendations                        □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 Previous Masters degree                             □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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07 Extracurricular activities □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 Previous research experience                       □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 Publications                                                □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 Poster presentations                                    □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Work experiences                                      □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q26 Applicants receive information about graduate programs from a variety of 
sources.  Using a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all used and 7= often used, please report 
on your use of the following information sources when you were selecting a 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program. 
  
Not at all 
used 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Often 
used 
7 
01 University website □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Department website □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 
Brochures‟/Posters of graduate 
program                □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 School catalogs                                                      □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Campus visit                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 College guide books                                              □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 
Professors at undergraduate 
school                       □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Graduate students in the 
program  you plan to apply  
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 
Students in same field 
studying in US 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Social networking sites 
(Facebook, Orkut etc) 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 
Education counselor/ 
Professional Consultant       
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 
Students who were applying 
with you                    
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Blogs   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
---------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
Q27 We also understand that some information sources have greater value than others.  Using 
a 7-point scale, where 1= not at all important and 7= very important, please report how 
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important each of the following information sources were to you when selecting a 
pharmaceutical sciences graduate program. 
  
Not at all 
important 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Very 
important 
7 
01 University website □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
02 Department website □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
03 
Brochures‟/Posters of graduate 
program                □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
04 School catalogs                                                      □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
05 Campus visit                                                          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
06 College guide books                                              □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
07 
Professors at undergraduate 
school                       □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
08 
Graduate students in the 
program  you plan to apply  
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
09 
Students in same field studying 
in US 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
10 
Social networking sites 
(Facebook, Orkut etc) 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
11 
Education counselor/ 
Professional Consultant       
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
12 
Students who were applying 
with you                    
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Blogs   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page break--------------------------------------------------- 
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